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Teaching and Learpming:” A Linguistic Perspective
Judith L. Green
Deborah C. Smith
University of Delaware,;

-

In the last decade, several new approaches to the study of
teaching-learniﬁg processes have émerged. These approaches have
their roots in dlcipllnes such as linguistics, information processing,
and cognitive psycholugy. By adapting theoretical constructs and
methodological adyances from these disciplines, researchers concerned
‘with'educational processes have developed new ways to study a
variety of educational precesses including teacher planning, teacher .
decision-makiné, the nature of effective instruction, evaluation of
student performance, as well as the relationship among such factors
and the relationship between these factors and student learning.

This paper presents a synthesis of and state of the art for
one emerging field, the approach that is becoming known as teaching
as a linguistic process. " The synthesis foucses on a cluster of ten
projects sponsored by the National Thstitute of Education through its
grantszprogram (N.I.E., 1978-1979). These ten projects constitute a
central core of*first'generationwgtudieS-andsprojects (see Table 1).
Additional work related to these projects will be ijncluded to extend B
the state of the art. The work presentaod in this paper is a
reptesentative sampling of research iﬁ this emerging field; it is not

all-inclusive.

viewing Teaching - learning Processes as EinguistiCiPrOCeséés: A
Brief Overview ’ - -

—

In classrooﬁgj-as in other communication settings, participants
bring a frame of reference to the event;lthat‘is, they have a set of

expectations for what will occur. However, the specific rules or

E -3
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Table 1

Demographic Information on Core, NIE Funded Studies

ERIC

e
- ~ $Schoo Lecation
Study Auther/Title 1 Grade Schoe) Location Study, Author/Tit1el Crade !
. - - H Three Schoels  Philadelphia,
am, Katheyn: Second (2 Three Schools  Cincinnati, %Fc_s Del; S-;u‘. O:v:d‘:! sl ma" § Tner ity Pesnsylveats
fyersity of Cincimnati n:::: % :mgtgity Onio |ver§ity of Pennsylvan ¢ chitdren’ Csixth {2)
v on aphic Monitoring o m's
’ fﬂm ;".,,"":.'.‘”‘52':1'2::1:’,‘3:‘ Statn (2 ic‘::(:zrﬂ'::n of Reiding’ungugc Arts
Skilis (MIE G 79-0123) 'S‘I;élésr:noggd Out of Schoal
. Cowrtney; Carrasce, Rebert; Guzmen, First (2)  Ome Schoo) thicago Ethnoltnouistic Study of :
13 Abels Marverd Unfversity ) _ LowSEs inels el teccurse
Lr_Lt‘:hoa. Enma:lmuuu :w Research 841ingual NIE G-78-0094 earrk
o Teaching, fgan State University = ond (1) Private, Parent Newark,
Hr Michael & Farnham-Diqgor - sec ,
ﬁhl :‘ c.'man Organu:t:ﬂ'ol . s;{s{:: Unfversity of Delaware * Coopern:n :::0"'::
nteraction im Classrooms @ ngua . tghth (1) Parechia Y
-0099 Children's Groups fn School: A eigh .
Clena {nic-c-78 ) Developnental Case Study
Cole, mm; :"".E.::'; u?-u, T™hird % yr.;) ?': Sch::: é:tl“('uéqt:. NIE G-79-0124 Gashington, B:C
Deanis: atéry of arative Human yr.2 Integra . ornis . rser (2) Private nyten, 9.6.
Cs::n‘l,:.::. University of Cc}"ornh. yr.d) . %{_:_:_t_;::ruﬂ;em::{hi:wk ’k':nd:r;arm HE
- first
. I ‘ice-11ke Events Ouring Individual
The Effect of-Different Classroom Service 1k Finetr Contr ibution to second :
Organization en the Learning of the Nature of C tcatfon tn
Classrooms Oiscourse Rules and C ] s °':‘"
Cognitive-Content (NIE G-78-0159) At i e
Cooper, Catherine; Ayersdopez, Susan; Kindergarten (1) Two Schools  Austin . econd {2 One School San Francisce
%rqui;. Angela: Unfversity of Texss, Work.ing & Tesas %‘%&eﬁg:" ::::::“ thire gzi Integrated Say Aru;
hustin Middle Class; - ety stace Tatveraity, owrtn (£)  Wisck, Spantsh- Californis
Ch:l;::n's‘mgcwu in Coz:cr:uvc Secend (1) Parochial Hayward R Spedking,. -
» aciic Interaction: Develop-
senta) Patterns of Effactive Learaing ;::::::2:"" Perspectives of Classroom
(WIE 6-78- 00%6) NIE G-78-0161,
tefang, Johanna; Pepinsky, Harold: First  {1)  One School Columbus
onie $tate Ihisersiiy ! km‘ﬂ; C;t‘y onfo '
The Learning of Discourse Rules By Ppg ach ans
Culturally Differzat Chiléren In Mack, White
First Grade Literacy Instruction
NIE G~79-00)2 *
?ﬂ.- John;Cosk -Gumperz, Jenny. .
mons, Merbert:University of Californis, First 'il Tws Schools Serkeley,
Terkeley . Fourth 1}integrated California
School /Hame Ethnegraphy Preject )
NiE-G-78-0002
1 The principal Investigators en the prejects are indicated by & soltd Tine wndor theie
‘;i names,
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expectations for performance are- signalled by the participants as
they work together and build on each others' messages and behaviors
to construct the activity and Fo reach the instructional goal. Since,.
the teacher is the instructional leader, the teacher's expectations
dominate. That is, as the teacher and students work ‘together, the
teacher guides the construction of the activity and signals expec-=

-~ tations for when to talk, how to telk, and how to interpret the
ﬁeaning and goals of this talk. In other words, as the teacher
presents content, the academic task (c.f., Erlckson, 1982), s/he also
presents information about how to participate approprlately, the
participation task (Erickson, 1982; wallat & Green, 1982; Green &
Harker, 1982). -

The academic task and the participation task occur simul-
taneously and rules for each must be inferred from the verbal and
nonverbal behaviors of teachers and froﬁ the ‘sequences of intzfections
between teachers and students (e.g., question-response-evaluation '
chains; what is positively and negatively sanctioned, and what infor-
mationlgets stressed). In other words, both teaching and learning
are inferencing processes."Individual participants and researchers
alike must observe not only what language is used but how it is used

) end how various types of language processes and devicee are related
and function. To do this, the’participants and the'researcher must
consider‘the local meanings and expectati?ns (whdt's happening
"now"), the relationship of these meaninge $o such behaviors and
processes in other similar conte;ts (has this happended before), and
whether or not these‘behaviors match what is expected. In other

words, the observe or participané uses prior knowledge of events in

I:R\(j this or similar settings to predict what type of behavior or activity

~
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is expected to occur.

when what is expecteé does not occﬁr, a framg C1a§E,is
produced (Mehan, Cazden, Coles, Fisher & Maroules, 1976; Green &
Wallat, 1979; 1981; Cook-Gumperz, Gumperz & Simons, 1981; Hymes,
1981). By contrasting what occurs;in different contexts and/or iden-
tifying frame clashes, an observer or particiéant can uncover what the
expectgd behavior or process {'s and the rules for academic, social,’
procedural, and contextual participation. Participation in teaching-
learning précesses, from this perspective, requires active monitoring_
and précessing of information across many channels of communication
and for a variety of co-;ccurring purposes. '

In the sections that follow, findings from ten, multi-faceted
pgéjects fﬂnded by the National Institute of Education that form the
core work coniidered in this synthesis and state of the art will be
presented. Taple'z provides a detailed description of each project
and h;ghlights what was gxplored. To further clarify the general
framewofk for this apb;oach to the study of teaching, two additional
piences of information follow. qugure 1 describes one model used to
explore the nature of teaching-learning processes as linguistic
processes. This model was selected because it demonstrates how
reé;archers can move from general participant observation SSpradley,
1980), to topic centered observation, . to naEuFal experiments. Table 3
provides an overview of the constructs underlying this body of work..
(?or a more complete explanation of thege constructs see Green, 1982).

Together, these proiectsniave produced more than 200 individual

findings to date. Still others'will be forthcoming .as further

analyses are undertaken, as the longer-range studies are completed,

| £]{U:and as additional secondary analyses are undertaken. The findings,

.
- »
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Table - &

N 4 A ! " . .
/ General Structural Components of the Research Design
- Pro;ect' general Participant Topic-Centered Natura) Experiments/
Observation Observations Experimental Tasks
s Sorman Playground: layout . T Sames students played Behavioral Measures:
structure * and orgenized N Hopschotch/Freele Tag
activities --formal (videotape)
--informal Hopscotch/Kickball .
patterns of player activity (Videotape)
N ' of turn taking GAME RULES
W 22
Patterns of time spent in b. Chandler's Bystander
activities %r:cedinq Cartoons
game, organizing game
and ahying game Ml&w
Patterns of distractions ¢. Seimn's “First Things®
. associated with turns MORAL JUUGMENTS
at play .
. - . d. Bruininks-Oseretsky
patterns of game mafntenance Test of Motor prof iciency
strategies associa%e? {Short Form)
R with boys’ and giris
games MOTOR SKILLS
A
. e. Ravens Coloured Pro-
. gressive Matrices
. ¥ ng%gﬁw& L CONCEPTUAL
M n——
£, Playground Logs
— N 9. Teacher Ratings
©T ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE  °
TOUTAL SKILLS
. - - - h, Peer Nominations
) PORULARITY / STATLS
Acama
. ., Friendship Ratings
Cazden & Erickson Classrooms ¢ . Periodii vidotaging and‘
Teacher led large groups Participant 'bser:at on .
. D . Teacher 1ed small groups Select °b:::::::?:s°
_informal Peer small groups Observation on nine
peer led {nsiructional target students
B . groups (Selected on basis
of language profi- R
» ciency and academic i
’ performance)
Range of sociolinguistic
«  yaritation in terms of
. socfal strategies and
language/nonverbal communica-
tion used
. ssubset of .individual children's’
repertoires used across
event conlexts“instruclional
thains™ and “naturally oc- .
curring peer tutoring”
. ncultural” aspects of organiza-
v ““tion of social strategies
. and communicative functions
. in classroom events, {.e.,
participation structures
of the events
Patterns of personalilation' 14
wprivitization” of instruce
tion in
1. whole group less in
math or language arts N
2. assignment of seatwort i
. to individual children
3. monitoring by teacher '
of individual -
a children’'s seatwork N
- . as they do it
4, patterns of praise and/
or feedback to
. children in privitized
f context, and the
| . differences between
| ° private & public
| , personalizing
1 Ethnography of Learning 4
| . 1. How chidren hold each
| Q other aocountable for
) lz [z\!ﬂ:: “the tocial order” and .
| .2, How adults hold children
| [Arortn provies o e - 8 stcountable tor o1,
3, flow teachers ‘fearn sbout -

what children can de
- sociall
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General Structural Components of the Research Design ’
Project General Participant Topic-Centered Natural Experiments/
Observation ' Observation Experimental Tasks
\ >
Cole et al Classroom: Curriculum Experiment: :
- Project personal with
Orgenization teacher involvement plan
unit of instruction that
Srouping meets following criteria
Teacher-student interactions 1. content‘fits general
curriculum
Currfculun 2. content novel; that
~is, not w n regu-
‘ lar curriculum or
)  student activities
(e.9., chemical
{ntersection task)
content they planned for
delivery under five conditions
1. Tutorial (Adult-
Child)
- 2, Clubs: Computer Capers
and Backpack Bears
~ to explore occurrence R
{n non-schonl settings T~
3. Lessons
1. Teacher led large
groups .
b. Teacher led smdll
’ groups
¢. Student only work-
time (cooperatively
designed by teacher
and researcher)
' tach unit is dsignated as 2
cycte. Each cycle ‘Informs
the next. Therefore, inquiry
' ’ evolves.
- Cooper et 1. N Peer Interactions during Peer comunication tasks .
fndividual work time to explore children's
Field notes describe nonverbal discourse skills under
behaviors, sedting rrange- :?":‘t‘g?‘ of minimal
meats, b other periinent ex;l;:: s:?l:zdu:gn role
contextual information S cooperating partner,
Audio recording of children teacher, and ?earner
working on class assign- did not have to be nego-
ments. tiated.
Tapes reviewed and indexed for .
occurrence of instructional T"kc" Dyadic Interaction .
episodes, Typology cons oogeratnve_;eannnng 3
) structed for epsodes. Activaty
. Patterns of student work Task 2: Oyadic Interaction
during {individual work Asymetrical Knowledge ~
time Une student had knowledge -
Patterns of teaching and learn- and taught other
. ing bids -
- ' Both activities involved .

OeStefeno & Pepinsky

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Discourse of teacher and ~

teaching/tearning of literacy

in the classroom was collected

via audio-tape and video-tap2

- 1. Individual's wore wire-
less microphone to permit
collection of subvocali-
zation and interactional
discourse

2. Videotapes available to
provide check 4geinst
audiotape records and to
examing-elements of non-
verbal behavior

3. Fiald notes served 8s third

type of check.
4. Teacher interviews of

concepts, classroom values, .
§ expectations tied to Viteracy

blocks and a pan-type
balance scale

Teacher evaluation of each

3 taraet students, during student's success to. construct
nLiteracy Success Profile”

1. Evaluation informa-
tion as determined
by assignment of
subjects to classroom
reading groups,
fnterviews with
teachers, report cards

2. Score on-Clay’s

Concept of brint
urvey, sang lest
MEASURES LIMITED SET
-.OF CONCEPTS ABOUT
PRINT AND ENGAGING
. WITH PRINT

3. Scores on criterion-
referenced,
(uomm.mmn)

4, Classroom Reading/
writing Behaviors

5, Scores ontla{s‘s written
language evaluation
procedure,
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Table ’,). ConTim uai

General Structual Components of the Résearch Design

=3

Natural Experiments/

Topic-Centered
Experimental Tasks

General Participant
Observation

Observation

Gumperz & Simons
§ Cook-Gumperz

Naturol Experiments used to
explore target phenomena
(e.9., narrative structure,
metalinguistic swareness,

storytelling) in more
constrained way. These ac-
tivities form a constrative
set with the naturally
occurring instances of the
phenomena

Select Activities
Using contextualization cues
and, other observed patterns
{dentify signs of discrepancy
{n events that reflects
problem or is an example of
differeniial learnina

Teacher Planning b Pedagogy
participant observer is pare
ticjpant in class and assumes
three roles:

1. participant in @vents )
which are then recorded
in notes after the event

2. observer of events] pare
ticipates only if
approached for help

3, teacher's aide:

Each role provides different
view: fnsiders and outsider's 22, nonverbal *x
perspectives. Begin systematic observation
Observation of teacher planning and select videotaping

Focus on discrepant events
pegin to predict <ues of
what will éng =49l not .

occur Pear Stories (Ch-fe)

1. verbal Yo explore oral and written
ntrrative, To explore
thematic cohesion devices.

Contrast with Sharing

Time activity in-kinder-

1. ::g:;g:“:tl$:T:E:°" TOm ollect dats on phenomena fin garten
2. implicit informationfrom other contexts--e.g., hone eferential Communication Task
observing teacher behaviors (Rraus and Giucksberg
2. plans Naturally occurring activities an
b. organizational studied include: Phonemic Segmentation Task
structures 1. Reading group instruction 1
. o explore children’s
c. g:;:very of instruc 2. Sharing time use and its relationship
to reading achievement,

3, Peer network formation
Observation of Classroom To explore children's

Processes to ascertain
v phonological awareness
1. Forma] ‘segnents of dby . with reading achievemetn

2. Ways in which teacher
M To explore children's

Hrybyk & Farnham-

ERI
\

frames activities/events

3. Contrastive situations
in which unéxpected or
atypical events contrast
with expected or typical
situations

lntervieﬁ participants formally

and informally to ob; in gheir
percepsions and verification

Observation of

1. characteristics of
the school organization

2. children's social organiza-
tion

3. neighborhood and family
organization

Interviews to obtain {nfornation

Children's conception of

school organization

2. ¢hildren's conception of
peer organization

3. children's conception of

neighborhood organization

4. children's conception of the

workplace

metalinguistic awareness
with reading achievement

Storytelling Task

To explore the rela-
tionship between recoj-
nizing and producing well-
formed stories 0

the” development of
-reading skills

Science Laboratory
Xperiment: Lawrence Hall
of Science

o explore 1angusage ise -
and problemsoliving in
getting Other than
school. Videotape

visit to Lawrence Hall

of Science an3 work in
tlsboratory. This is 3
peer langaugé situation.

Sociometric Questionnaires to
assess group structure
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Seneral Structural Components of the Research Derign ’ .

Preject Seneral Participant . Topic-Centered Natural Expariments/
Observation Observation - Experimental Tasks

Hymes ot al, This study is composed of

. eight sub-studies. The ‘
studies fecus on three
. different schools, Each
study focused en one ~ /l
. theme and on tAC theme ° L

in one scheel

Ave Maria Oavis Focus: Scheol-Community .

gorspocths on Back-to-Basics

chool, Explared perceptions of

1, School policies

. Homework
3, Literacy materials in home
4, Parent expectations fer students
and schooi i

5, Community perspective

E1{ Anderson Focus: Life-History of an Administrator
Explored contrasting view of
school aoministrator and expectations
parents hold for school

Monroe: Watkins Focus: Reciprocal Perspectives of

Teachers/Parents. Explored

1. teacher expectations of parents

2. parents' perceptions of school
expectations

3. the continuity or discontinuity
of these perceptions i

Also explored teacher and parent . ~

perceptions and expactations of

<1, homework N

2. reading at home

3, parent involvement

Perry Gilmore Focus: Interdependence of Student
expressive behavior with school
success in terms of
. 1. admission to spacial-programs 1

2. extinguishing undesired behavior
within the erosram -
Also explored communicative
. competence
1. in the home
2. in the school
3, in peer situations
A . 4, in tescher-student situations
N 5, in formal activities
6. in informal activities
7. in the commnity (e.g., 6Vr]
Scouts)
In.terms of language, she explored
the functions of silence in an inter.
active situstion 3Ad gulking

J.R, Lussier Focus: tactics of individual boys
N fn  the classroom against the
: “ background "of school and community ——— =
environmént, Explored participation
- of individuals boys and peer culture's 4 .

role in this participation

Linda May Focus: Monitoring Attention, Explored
1. what counts as attention/inattention
2. verbal styles that can mask
attention
Also explored tescher-student
intaractions and responses during '1
informal and formal time in class~
rooms

i : ‘

The information is repeated for topic centered observations

-
*

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Tabled L c.lr.'/wu«JM
. . General Structural Comproants of the Research Design
Projec
Ject g::::::&;::icipant Topic-Centered Natural Experiments/
— Observations Experimental Tasks
Hymes et a1 (continued) . *
Claire Hoods- Focus: A case study on writing instruction
Eltfott in one rlassroom. This project ,
o, explorsshow writing was used and
taught as part of earning-centered
: routines in content areas as wel i
as during forma} writing instruction.
The study explored
1. rules for writing
2. individual's use of writing . -
3. official writing ~
4. unofficial writing .
. > 5. collaborutive writing .
. 6. teacher orchestration and 1
h demands on teachers
Sue Fiering Focus: Written Literacy in Informal Experiments in
children's Lives. Explored Curriculum based On systematic
3. the meaning of 1iteracy observations of the ethnography.
2. difference between directed Titled: "What ifs"
_ and spontaneous reading and Provides basis for
: . writing in classrooms exploring uses of informsl
3. nature of official and activities of student,culturt
. unofficial for formal schooling
reading and writing L activities
4, varfation in student participa-
tion style
pavid Smith Discusses the nature of findings .
in terms of
1. official and unofficial
activities that make up th2
everydsy life in classrooms
2. nature of ethnographic mon{toMng
3. goals of ethnographic monitoring
4, criteria for ethnographic research
5. limitations of this research
Merritt & Humphrey Focus: Review corpus Focus: search data bank
and familiarize research- for instances of
. . ers with primary project SERVICE-LIKE EVENTS
in which the present Explore:
gecondary analysis is 1. over grads levels .
embedded 2. for ways teachers
1. review videotape manage primary and
' records and field secondary ‘vectors
- notes using indexing simultanecusly —
system 3. for way3 students
2. site visit to original gain help while in .
site the secondary vector
3. lyltcmuic ses.cch of 4. for shifts in these
corpus events in ditZerent
contexts
s, for factors contri-
puting to successful
negotiation of these
events by students
The informstion is repeated fov topic centered :)bservacims .
Q -
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Genera) Structural Components of the Reses”¢n Design
r N )

Is

I
v . Vd -
Projects N General Participatant Top}égceﬁteﬁed Natura) Experirent/
Observation Cbservation Experimental Tasks
- Morine-Dershimef & . o - - g
Tennenberg . student. and-Teacher perceptions- Stimulated Hecal) Interviews
. of ‘classroom language were N
explored, The project explored Using «1x‘5 qour v:d!otipes,
- each pupil viewed hree 2 R
. V. Conceptions of pupils of  4ifferent tessons. Student
units, salient features, . coonded tp series ©
. functions, and rules of ‘:‘E‘. 4
discourse * ,
2. Match between students’ 1. sentence completion
and teacher's conception task on "rules* of
of discourse features discourse, constructed
and rules on the basis of pupil
- response to an open=
ended question about
. 3, Factors that support *how people talk fn classrooms
or constrain the. 2. Generating sentenses which
- correspondence between might be said by {or to)
. . tescher and student - the pupil to "get someone's
4 » conception of discourse attentfon® or "get ) ) -
features and rules someone to do something®

4. Difference in percpetion "
of features and rules at A. Reporting “what you hedrd
howe, and-in play settings anybody saying" after ‘
. 5. The relationship between playbacks of short video seg-
’ : tescher evalustion . . mepts of lessons in which
* of students and student pupils had partig.g;ted
perception and expectations(r"g°::" recorde .
of students' communicative verbitim)

b4 behavior. 4. 0Organizing 3 X 5 cards of
6. Continuities and discon-  "What you heard® into groups
tinuities perceived of cards that "belonged to-~

by students bqtltén lan-  gether because people were
auagc of home ‘and school sdying the same kinds of

7. Relationship between com- things?
hunication behavior and
. §, Studying a set of teacher
:::g:a;c'pcrformance n questions asked in the lesson
Teacher taught six language drts 's:‘:g‘a:g"w;:’gg?:':ae::d
. lessons at researcher's request. ‘hﬁ ‘9 for wh N
Teacher selected the content, ngs, to whom for what
! Criteria: <, redson
1. Lesson nnt focus on N
-, gimilar procedures used for
! spelling/handwriting’ “'gTiuylATED RECALL INTERVIEWS
2. Lesson {nclude the FOR TEACHEACHERS
" % N T.Mu cl‘asﬂ g
. Lesson include some
. A $imilar procedures used .
verbal frteraction "o LANGUAGE OF HOKE AND ~
{184, no seatwork)  of sLAY SETTINGS
) videotapes - sed for measure
. of frequr.cy of talk
Presentation of students with
array of photographs of children
in class. Students asked to
select three children most 1ikely ‘.
to fit scenario given. .
Usaé to assess STATUS
) Tescher perceptions of pupils
obtained by asking teacher to
group children on basis of
. % .
g seversl different languige
' characteristics, which had been =
{dentificé in earlier studies
i as salient features to teachers
. Pupil entering reading
achievement/final reading

. achievement ,
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Sumperz, Cook-Gumperz b S imons ' STAGE 11: DATA COLLECTION ~GENERAL PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION : b
STAGE 1: FRAMING AND PLANNING THE RPOJECT COMPONENTS H
M - . .
i ~ v -~ [N . :~
PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION I: EXPLICIT DEFINITION OF BEMAYIORS A
: i - Teacher Planning-Organization \
MENTAL FRAME-MENTAL GRID Participant Observer (P.D.) works Teacher definition ef actions- P
““ﬂ“‘"’ “111 m.'v"‘g the 'MT[C[PMT‘E“SERVATIN " '1th—t!=CMl‘ before Sg'ml)”.: available “m’l::.’t'ﬂ'l :" 3
Cellection, Analysis , and the : begins, before class, at breaks nswer sequences between P.0.
Interpretation ef Data Single Observer assigned to eich ¢ 2fter.' school :s.aiaef 'r(e’a 1s and teacher in P.0.'s role of side L
classfooms Observer assumes N i
. d not trained teacher, {s naive, and [
three roles: . :
Assunptions are derived from . can ask questions on a “rea) need.gmmmy . i
; theoretical and research 1. participant observer: to know™ basis™; this talk {s - B . N
~ ., literature which includes work 2;:' icipa es1m even:s & \;‘talk for1dolng" Job as aide, ¢ "
K on: serves during participi- pproach {s used to observe: ; '
d15course precesses tion--records information o 1. Teacher plans and planning IMPLICIT DEFINITION OF BEHAVIORS 4
conversational analysis -y - after event i behaviors H
ethnograghy of communication 2. Observer participant: ) 2. Teacher orgsnizationa) Inferred from practice and from _ 5
classroom organfzation e it behaviors and practices directions given to P.0. as aide. ;
teaching-learning processes primarily, ovserves--parti- 3. Jeacher theory of pedagogy .. Can be made explicity during !
séult-chilé Interactions cipates only {f approached . informa) {nterviewing as part of
» chilé language by students for help o aide's role . N .
cress-cultural commnication 3. afde: ucts as aic for . > )
culu%im'cf performance I . Teacher, helps students ) . =
wcialization & Each role provides a different . PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION II: 1
view okwvents. This approach Classroom Processes/Practices y
allowgobserverto assume an . - - £
nsider's view at times b an , Observer Participant of total day . !
outsia'er'svie‘; at other times. . to 1“:;::’;‘“9‘, ts of day - )
Un-goling involvement provides . n {
M tinegofog 1::on:al 1nt::v‘;e\vln9. 2. Ways in '::c?g:"?m . IMPLICIT DEFINITION OF BEHAYIORS :
capturing developmental aspect frames activities/events . / '
°fp¢y¢ﬁtz. ;'“g.b”;m,‘g :e 3. Orchestration of events — Inferred from ‘mm”o:fuuh« S ,
shared perspective with teacher ' Participant m’“"“:"’" of ":::‘ 5":‘:13&:%‘:‘;‘:‘“ each :
to help students and to ascertain: . [ a Lo
v , b students of events 1. psequents of events . others' behaviors and shservation ;
: ' . 2. conflict/contrast points of. contextualization cues,
4 . 3. expectations for behavior
. Basis of segmentation = context-
. valization cues and participation .
~ structures, observable behaviors.
. * 1 x - N . -
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PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION 111:
Chserve for Contrastive
Situstions/Signs of Discrepancy

1. Lesk for instances of differ-
8 ential tearning

2. lesk for events of day that
reflect problem, Best site is
event with high incidence of
probless (e.9., siscommunica-
tion). - .

3. Leok for atypical happenings
within typical events

4, Segin to predict t
that will sccur ne specific
event

ERIC - .

r
Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

of event

Figure 83-

STAGE 111: TOPIC-CENTERED PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION

PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION 1V:
Observe and Videotape Select
- Events

Observe Participation Structures
and obEain M%ES T ToTigations
for events

] Observe Verbal Signals and
conventions or ormulaic/
ritualistic uses of language

Observe target individuals
selected during earlier stages
and who permit observation of
contastive behaviors

£

et
cy

FicmE®L

STAGE 1v: INFERENC lm/H;POTMSS 15 GENERATING

a,

'

¢

STAGE V: NATURAL EXPERINENTS

MATURM. EXPERIMENTS .

Plan and exacuts matwral
experiments that permit
contrast of ‘phad

ohserved
with siailar. phenessns in
controlled or contrastive
settings

1. SCIENCE LABORATORY:
Lawrence ua&ll of Science

Explore whether the differ- -
ence in participation setting
and structure produce ¢if-
ferences ?n pevformance

11.7EAR STORIES (Chafe) .

Explore narrative production
{oral & written): in contrel
sityation with Waterally

INFERENCING/HYPOTHESIS GENERATING

observe discourse strategles used
within the context

Observe indications of evaluation
"

of student performance {verbal-
& nonverbal)

BN (nserver students and {dentify
differential performance and
treatment within and across

settings

v

Observe recurrent events and begin
to predict occurrence of types
of events

r
-

y 4

occurring narrd
~  classroom (e.9., sharing tieg

111, STORYTELLING TASK

further explore students’
narrative abilities nd
diffevences in.narrative
style among of
students 6f different
langauge traditions

1y, REFEREWTIAL COMRELICATION
TASK/PHONENIC PERCEPTION

TASK

.Explore students’ aility
to use decontentuslized
longuage & contrast to

reading-skill perf

V. HOME DATA COLLECTOM

Callect data on narrative
e ———qvents~in-home. Work
with parents te select
events, have parents tape
events (ne P.0.), teggest
event.

»a

7

»
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Table 3 . ’ -
Constructs Underlying Core HIL Studies:
> Teaching as o Linguistic Process1
- = Te
wg T g3t wylt o gld
52 % % 530, 348°% 221
- W SE § £ 2 ""ZSE =
. A Y LRI TR T LA
Constructs .- Ow O o 8.. Vi T x = gg
Focus .
Yadcher-Student Interactions X X X X X 7
Student/Peer Interactions X X X X X
- Contexts dre constructed during interactions X X X X X x X X X X 10
Activities have participatfon structures X X X X X 5
‘ Contextualization Cues signal meaning X X X X x X X 7
Rules for participation are implicit X X X X X X X X 8
. Sehavior expectations are constructed as part of X X X = X X X X X 8
interactions *
Meaning is context specific N
. A1l instances of a behavior are not equal X X x x7°X X X X X 10
Meaning s signalled verbally and nonverbally X X X X X X X X 10
Contexts constrain meaning - . X X X X X X X X 10
Meaning is determined by and extracted from
observed sequencas of- behavior X X X X X X X X X X 10
Communicative competence is reflected in X X X X X - X X X 8
sppropriate behavior -
Inferencing s required for coriversational comgrehension X X X X X X X X X 9
? Frames of reference guide participation of "individusls X "X X X X X X X X 10
; Frame clashes result from differences in perception X X X X X X 7
Communication is & rule~governed activity x x x x x X - X 8
) TFrames of reference re developed over time . X X X X X X X 8
Form and function {- speach used in conversations X X X X X X X. 8
do not dlways match ’
Classrooms are comtunicative environments 7
pifferentiation of roles exist -between teachers X X X X X X X X X X i0
~ and students; relationships are asymetrical
¥ .pifferential perceptions of events exist between X X X X X X =X 7
) teachers and students
Classrooms ére differentiated communication X X X X X
environments . -
’ Lessons are differentiated comunicative X X X X X 5
environments N v
Communicative participation affects student . X X X X X X X 7
, achievement
Teachers orchestrate different leve's of participation
cidss o ! X X X X X X [
group X X . X X X [
individual ! XX X X X % 6
Teachers evaluate student abfilfty from observing X X X X X 5
performance during interactions s
Demands for participation co-occur with-academic X X X 3
demands R
Teachers signal their thaory of pedagogy from their X X d X X 4
. tehaviors .
4// Teacher's goals can be {nferrad from behaviors X X X X 4
P}

the entira theoretical erientation or history of

the different authors.

(1) . The constructs here refelct those that were readily extracted from the studies.

Thesa constructs do not reflect

.t

3




‘ ~

L4

h 4
therefore, have been clustered and the data reduced to provide

ciarification of the features and processes involved in understanding

the nature of teaching and learningkprocesses as 'linguistic processes,

"

as .well as the relationship of these processes *o student participation,

)

knowledge, and achievement.
The findings will be presented in two clustérs. Each c}us-

ter has| been constructed to reflect a different asﬁ%ct of the evolving

picture \of the nature of teaching-learning processes as linguistic

proces;egx“JData will be‘presented Sbout 1) the nature of the class-

room as a linguistic environment, 2) linguistic skills required

to participate in and meet the demands of the evéryday activities,

lessons, and events of classroom life for both teachers and

students, and 3) the relationship of different patterns of linguis-

tic participgtioa to student participé}ion and developmental changes

in language zbilities and demands for performance.

' A word of pautiOn’is needed before proceeding to the dis-

cussion. These studies were‘funded'gp explore the nature of class-

rooms ag linguistic environments and teaching-learning processes as

linguistic processes. With the exception of work researchers such

as Bellack et. al (}QES) and work reported in Cazden, John & Hymes (1972),

systematic exploration of these classroom processes has not been

undertaken.- The core studies funded by N.I.E.. therefore, are a series

- of first generation studies that focus on systematic exploration of

classroom life over time. These projécts, then, ftudied a small
group of classrooms in depth to both explore the value of and qeyelop
procedures for locking linguistically at teaching-learning processes.,
This intent has Seen met. The tools for engaging in this type of

research have been adapted from other disciplines to meet the needs

N
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of classroom research and educational researchers. In addition,
systematic designs and proceudres -have been deveioped that can
serve as guides for future researchers and for funding agencies
seeking to fund additional work in this area. .Table 4 summarizes
the t?pes of tasks explored and the orientation of each study. fable 5
identifies the’tools used to capture and examine the nature and out-
comes of these tasks and procésses. ' }

In the sections that follow, the results of this set of
projects will be discussed. &he 1imited number of classrooms
studied potentiall provides problems in terms of generalizability; how-
ever, the range of classrooms was representatlve of grade levels and
different populatlons (See Table 1). 1In addition, the classrooms
explored represent both the public and private sectors. Therefore,
while limited in number, these in depth studies are representative
of a wide range of educational settings. The question of general-~
izability in these studies was one of within classroom generalizability;
that 1s, the researchers were concerned with whether the processes '
and tasks 1dent1f1ed were representative of life in this classroom,
with the developmenta} nature of these phenomena within "the .classroom,
and with the relatlonship of these phenomena to group and individual
student performance, learning and achievement. Therefore, rather )
than study a large ‘number of classrooms, +his work begins to address
the concezrn. voiced in Dunkin and Biddle (1974) that we do not know
what teachingvis for one teacher throughout the day or over time.
These studies are concerned with the gqualitative as well as the

quantitative Jdifferences in teaching-learning processes and their

rolationsh;p to school performance, learning and achievement.

L]
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Table 4
General Approsch and Analysis Focus

Diggory
Dershimer 3
Tennenberg

Hymes et al.
Merritt t ald

Erickson
Cole et al.
Cooper et al.
DeStetano &
Pepinsky
Gumper? &
Simons
Hrybyk &
Farnham-
Morine-

Sorman
Cazdenk

Totsl

Approa:h:Gene?al

Single Case Study

Double Case Study

Multiple Case Study

Developmentat Approach

Cross Age Sampling

Task Focus

Linguistic focus primary

Langdage & Reading

Language of Home &
School

Language & Instruc-
tional Particips-
tion

Langudge & Written
Literacy

Langage & Math

Language & Langudge
Arts

Cognitive focus primary

Social Cognition

Peer ‘Network Develop
ment
-playground Studied
Language & Cognition .
Relationship

participation struce
ture & Acadenic
Task Structure

Task construction
through Language

Peer Tesching

Task Occurrence in
and eut of school

Task occurrence fn .

different par-
- tictipation
structures

Natural Observation-
Natura) Experiment
~ within Study N
Trisngulation,

oualitntivc-ouuntitativc

Q .
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. Table\; ‘ —~

Ethnographic Tools Used for Data Collection

K — % = o
e * % 22" oyl L §
. I RSP L Y]
- WA .;. - "N o wn c ]
. E gx , & 22 § £2 9 To = 3 -
i -4 -
5 8T B g 45 R ] $£5 l e 58,:,' >
" o Lwm O W ¥4 o xS z ¥ 2 a 2
“ Videotape Records X X X X X X X 7 e«
Audiotape Records ) X X X X 4 ’
Field Notes x X x x x X X S 9 .
K - Review Notes of Videotapes o X . S 2
. Formal Indexing of Tapes X x X X X X 6
Ly
Collaborstive Planning with X 2 ¥
Teacher of Activities to
be taped . R
participint Cbservation X X X X x X X X X X 10
Participation by researcher . X X X 3
{n classroom as aide.
. . Ericitation Tasks X X X X 4
Interviews of teachers X X X X X X X 7
i Interviews of Students X X X X X X 7
Dhrites X . 1
h : stimulated Recal) Intervied X X x X X 5
ys ing “ethnographic record
teachers
- ‘stimylated Recall Intervievw X X X 3
using ethnographtc record
students X
- Tests X X X X 4
' Cognitive Tasks administered X x X X X 5 ,

)

LRIC ' 22 '

r
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One advantage of this work is that the scope of information

collected and the systematicity of the indexing procedures developed
make secondary analysis not only possible but potenkially valuable as
a source of initial information about processes previously unnoticed
or undocumented. Table 6 describes these indéxing procedures and |
deﬁonstrates'the types of information that can be retrieved. The ‘
Merrit (Merritt & Humphrey, 1981) study shows how additional work
(secondary ana1y§is) which uses the original work or primary analysis
as a framework permits in depth exploration of specific topics (e.g.,
how to get help from thé teacher) not explored in primary study. "This
topic-centered zpproach was also used during primary analysis inlcome
of the original or primary projects (e.g., Erigkson,‘Cazgen, Carrasco,
& Guzman, 1978-1982; Cook-Gumperz, Gﬁmper;‘& Simons, 1981; and Cole,
‘Griffin, . & Newman, 1978-1982). Therefore, while limited in number,
these ‘'studies can continue to geﬁerate topics to be explored in .
larger, multiple class studies. One such proiect is currently
underway at Harvard. Sarah‘ﬁicﬁaels and Courtney Cazden have
received funding from the Spencer Foundation-to extend the work on
sharing time and narrative production begun by Michaels as part Sfu
the Gumperz, Cook-Gumperz & Simons project.

With these cautions as a frame, the discussion will now
turn to an explorasion of the findings produced by these in débt studies

N Y

of classrooms as linguistic environments and teaching-learning pro-
’ i

~

cesses as.linguistic processes. Data will be presented about
1) the nature of the alssroom as a linguistic environment, 2) linguistic"
skills required to participate in teaching-learning events, and

3) the relationship of different linguistic patterns to student learning.

: 23




Table '6

Model Indi-sing of Data Procedures

TYPC OF SYSTEM

DEVELOPER

PROCEOURES

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Computer

Erickson,
Gursan,
Carrasco

Review and catalogue content

2. MWrite Review Notes:interpretive comments
stimulnted By viewing Comments are guided
by mental grid. Raise question about
observed phenomena. Analogous to
Field Notes during participant observation

Content: descrjptive comments
. methodological comments

s titnore%ical comments

3 ““ogﬁe’wugs! b

(1.) Major events or activities

(e.9., morning-business, reading
period

(2.) Constitutent phases or sub-activities

(e.g., for reading: “get reading,
*lesson”, *wind-up of lesson®,
*transition to seatwork”

(Also called Participation Structure)

(3.)Particular sets of interactions of
individuals ( Teacher-Student,
(Student-student) are identified

(4.)0verall topic of talk within the
interaction (e.g., academic subject-
matier- related, or non-académic sub-
ject-mater- related)

(5.)Time-date generator used to superimpose
numbers over copy of original
picture (digital clock with time °
elapsing in hours, minutes, seconds,
and tenth of seconds) Provides time
reference points for amalysis in indes
system

4, To retrive data .

(1.) Scan Field Notes & Review Notgs
(2.) View Video

5, Transcription of segments, Attespt to display
(1.) original text of speech, indicating
3. breath-group phrase lengths
b, speech rhythms
c. pitch chnages
d. other aspects of speech prosody
(2.) some indcation of sequential flow
of action accompanying speech
(3.) description reporting location of
speakers in space relative to
one another ,
(4.) description of most salient nonverol
«=  belaviors (gesture, touching,
facial expression). which co-occur
transcribed speec

TYPE OF SYSTEM

DEVELOPER

PROCEDURES

Filing System

Erickson et 3}
(continued)

Griffin

(Used by Merritt
to obtain data
for secondary
analysis of
data collected
for another
project. See
Merritt, 1981,
p. 46)

" etc.

(5.) trangdation of Spanish
when Spanish was language.
(6.) display in three columns:

TEXT] Translati C ts/Sequnence

Include:
over:ll sequenc-
ing
nonverbal beha-
viors

Y

//:‘.

\
5

\

\

Note size of group videotaped (whole
class, dyids, triads, etc.)

Note participants: only children
children and teachers .

Record & rough characterization of
the topic and nature of verbal and non-
verbal behaviors (synoptic view)

Kecord names>of participants entering
and leaving the video field

Cross-reference to other videotapes
recorded at the samé time or to the
audio-back-up

Record grade, teacher, date of taping,
time of day, indexer, equipment used,

Recored technical qualfity of the vi
and audio recording -~ R
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The Classyoom as a Linguistic Environment

Analysis of the patterns of discourse use by teachers and
ctudents revealed the differentiated nature of classroom ac tivities
and less ons. Differentiation occurréd in terms of reguirements for.
participation. as well as in terms of content, in terms of perceptions
about language use and participation, and in terms of the types of
inter actions teachers had with different groups of participants and
jndividuals within these groups. In addition, various aspects of this
differentiated behavior on the part of teachers and students was
found to relate to student naéticioation, performance withih activities,
and student achievement.Findings inthese areas will be explored in more

depth in ‘this section.

pDifferentiation by Classrooms. The findings on between:iclass

Qifferences are limited., The primary focus of this group of projects
was to obtain precision descriptions and understandings of ligguistic
patterns and demsnds within and across the differentiated tasks of
the classroom. This description and indepth study of a small group
of classrooms was a methodological change in direction and was
called for by punkin & Biddle (1974) who suggested that rather than
studying large groups of classrooms,researchers needed to identify
what teaching was like for individual teachers and s;udents within
and across days. Much of the past work had focused on time sampling
and Eross-clasé comparisons. This work, then, provides for indepth

descriptions of the nature of teaching-learning processes within

individual classrooms.

Within the core group of projects, however, three projects engaged

plored

in contrastive analysis: Morine-Dershimer & Tenenberg (1981) ex




Htore

<

the differences in language-penﬁeption and, language use and the re-
jationship of these factors to achievement and participation; Erickson,

Cazden,Carrasco, & Guzman (1979-1980) undertook a "double" case

study of two bilingual first grade cIassrcoms with bilingual teachers

ent classroom organizatlonal patterns (e.g., one more indiv-
ized and pne more traditional); and Cook-Gumperz, Gumperz & ’

imons (1981) undertock a.double case. study with: the contrastin the

grade levels kfirst and fourth grade). .

Morine-Dershimer and Tenenberg (1981) in their explor?tions of
language use and the relationship of this use to student performance
over six language arts lessons, found that three distinctive patterns
of questlonlng behav1or €ould be identified: text-guided questions,
pseudo guestions, and “real’ questlons. The lessons analyzed were ~
taught at the request of tHe researchers, but the content of the lesson
and the form was left to the teacher. rhe teachers were asked to
teach a language arts lesson toithe class that included some form of
discussion and was not composed of worksheets (individual work). With-
in these lessons, a series of linguistic analyses were undertaken. The
questioning chatn analysis produced the three types of questioning
styles. Further exploraticn showed that these questioning‘styles
were related to student attention during the lesson and student final
achievement in reading. Each style will be explored briefly.

Teacher A (Chase) used questions students,in recalling what they

remembered as hearing, had difficulty recalling. These questions were
categorlzed as "not quotable";. in fact, one student remarked that
in order to ask gquestions the student needed the texthook. similar

findings were also reported by DeStefano & Peplnsky who found that the

teacher talk in reading resembled text language rather than natural

discourle.(l981b)i This pattern was related to low attention and Jow

LS




by Peacher C (Flood) was related t

FPY

4§chievement.
Teacher B (Eastman) used pseudo questions (c.£f., Mehan, 1979).

Pseudo questions are found primarily in classrooms or formal learning

ns to which. the teacher has

situations. These questions are questio

the answer and the student does nét. The student's task is to give
!/ = °
the teacher the answer desired.

~—

Pseudo questions,therefore, contrast

with real questions in that in real questions, the person asking-has

or is perceived'as having a genuine need for the information. a "need

to know". This style was related to‘pr'attention and low performancé

on final reading achievement. Morige-Dershimer & Tenenberg found that

students perceived thes questions differently than ‘the other two types;

¥

serving an vinstructing" function.

;fhey categorized these uestions as
. —~

In contrast to the two styles, the pattern of questioning used

o high attention and high final

reading achievemént. This style was labelled "real" questions. Students

-

perceived these questions as serving an informing function. The teacher °°

wanted to know the information and also used these questions to

inform students about what was important.

This project. also demonstrated that students could clearly ’

distinguish between the functions of question in school,at home and

at play. A caution is needed here, however; the-types of lessons

sampled were limited and the findings reveal a style of ques’tioning

This does not mean that the teachers

style with a dominant approach.
but

. “only asked these types of questions and did not use other forms,

that a definite pattern of use could be identified. This work.suggests

- functions of questions within and. across

the need to explore the'
tions .of what questions . _ -

contexts as well as teacher and student percep
at

do. This Vg;}_;nggpst3wtha€”Questionsmserve multiple purposes and th

4 students are awarxe of these different functions. 28
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Erickson et al (1579-1980) focused on a different aspect of the’

classroom as a linguistic environment. In this project, naturally
occurring events in two bilingual classrooms were explored. The two

teachers studied had different érganizational structures; by peeling

back the layersg of difference, that is, by moving from macro features .-

(e.g., physical organization) to more and more micro features, the
researchers were able to identify pervasive simrlarities in patterns

of linguistic interaction between teacuers and students. .0On a class
‘level, a 1essou level, and even an individual within a single lesson
level, these researchers found perva§ive differences in the approach to
.teuéiiﬁg. However, when they looked at the ways in,wﬁich these
teachers interacted with individual students over time, they found that .
the two teachers were similar. They used what is defined by these B ~_
researchers as a "personalized approach", an approach more like the
pétterns of interaction in the student's community . They‘included

students in the lessons; that is, they personallzed the 1nstruct10n by
. ]
includ ing the student's name within the 1esson (e.g., spelllng sen-

1]

tences used the students' names);, they enéaged in private conversations

r

and deempha51zed cohpetltlon, they used "culturally"” appropr*ate'

modes of address even though the part1c1pat10n structures varied.

&

' Early work by Piestrup (1973) suggests that such matches may
support differences in‘achlevement.- Work by Philips (1972) and y )

Erickson & Mohatt (1978) also suggests that the school-community

)
match can support student participation and learning. These studies,

however, are only a beginning. They indicate that surface level’ "dif- -

-

ferences may not contain .the entire answer and?ihat pervdsive 11ngulst1c

patterns that cross lessons need further explor ation if we are to

understand ‘the effect on-student performance of different types>of

linguistic environments. Work by Green & Harker (1982) also suggests

~
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that the differences in interactional approach used by teachers place

¥
autho?s suggest that the difference may not be so much in terms of

dffii;:nt demands on students for appropriate performance., These

academic performance but in terms of the acquisition of strategies
for participating in schooling&activities; that is,differeno approaches,
as reflected in patterns of interaction,produce different types of
student knowledge about‘learning how to learn”

The last contrast that will be reported in this section comes
from the work of Gumperz et al (1981). This ﬁrojéctﬂcontrasted
a first and a fourth grade class along a variety of features. One
feature was the t&pés of knowledge teachers expected of students in

terms of performance in instructional activities. Schafer

(1980) found that by fourth grade, the teacher they studied expected)

- _ students to have mastered the general rules for participating in

instructional activities.

AN
\

‘phese studies of classroom similarities and differences suggest

that further work is needed on crossing institutional borders. This

work indicates that each classroom is a differentiated linguistic envi-
- %

ronment and that students often perceive the differences between
aspects of these environments. More work is nheeded, however, to
understand how the shifting demands of these different env1ronments

influencé students knowledge of academic content and what types of
‘ 4

- knowledge are required for effective and appropriate participation.
i

ﬁifferentiation by Grogp.- In considering the flndlngs on “the

differentiation of 1inguis£ic environments within the classroom,

the discussion will move from a macro-level (group) to more and

more micro levels, from lesson to individual, to 1nd1v1dua1 over time.

L

o
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Discussion begins with consideration of group level differen-
\ (] (]
tiation. Two projects focussed specifically on differentiation that

rs with task at the group level: Gumperz et al and Cole et al.
]

e work of McDeérmott (1978) , Collins.(Cook-Gumperz,Gumper

occu

Building on th

&shmon§1983explored content of group reading instruction as well as
the discourse patterns in teacher-student interaction. Collins found

that teachers created differentiated environments for high, middle

and low group students.

——

reading, the teacher consistently placed great€? emphasis on pronunci-

ation, grammar e Less emphasis

rors and sinéle word decoding.
3 This behavior pattern contrasts

was given to cog ent and meaning.

sharply with the behaviors used with the top reading group. The high‘

group was encouraged to "go for the meaning”. ‘When member of this

Ay

group made errors in pronunciation, grammar, or decoding, these
AN

errors were'often ignored. _ .
v N

simiiar findings were also reported by Eder (1982). 1In addition,

‘Eder- found that teachers in her study did not change the composigion

. Id
of their groups during the year. If, as suggested in this work,stu-

dents extract definitions for activities from participation require-

ments and form frames of references for activities from chains of

behaviors, the effect of this differential treatment becomes clearer.

Students in low groups have different input in terms of content,

strategies for reading, and definitions of reading. Further'work

needs to be undertaken to explore the relationship of this input to
student reading performance. Micro-analysis ‘allows precision descrip-
tion of the unfolding processes both within and across lessons;

) (Su Table )
therefore, by adopting a topic-centered approacnhand by using the
micro-analysis procedures developed ,future work should provide a E}l

lystematic picturo of the effects of different typesof reading practice

LY

He found that in low group lessons for -
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on student performance and acquistion of reading skills and pxocesses.
In a related study, Cook-Gumperz & Worsle§:z£;10red the ability
to tell a well-formed story which has connected sequences with ‘
éroup placement in reading and with language arts skills. They found
that in first grade, there }s not a direct relationship betwéen good
storyfelleré and reading group placement. Nor did they find a
relationship between this ability and school tests of 1angﬁage
arts or component reading skills. They suggest that

»

as classroom curricula through the grades from

first grade on place more reliance on written

literacy tasks, the relationship between low

reading group, good story tellers and the . N

high reading group, good story tellers will

’ diverge sharply. The former group will lack or
bé slower with other supporting literacy skills
with which to capitalize on.their ...flair °
for narrative expression (1981, p. 15).

This work suggesté that the resources students bring to £he
task of reading.are not being utilized. Heap (19?0) raises thg
same question when he egplores what counts as reaging. He sugéestg
that students’ performances may be due to extra-task factors such as
prior knowledge (resources), reading t?g task requiremen;s and not
the text (e.g., reading theteacher beﬁa&i%rs), and frame of reference
(havihg a different view of the task). Work on iinguistic abilities
of students; student-teacher interactions, and evaluation of student‘
performance within and across groups suggests that the question of
what counts as reading, as.perfgrmance, and what contributes to

evaluation needs further exploration. This work also shows that
A% .

reading groups are not equally treated even when time constraints

3
and time on task may be equal.




The work of Cole, Griffin, Newman and others at the Laboratory
of Comparative Human- Cognition provides further clarification of what
the relationship between task structure and student learning is.

In a tutorial situation, a teacher was able through the interactional
patterns uséd to 1ﬁf1ueﬁEE“tﬁe~r5éSErEegAa ctudent used. The teacher
did not utilize the student's knowledge; in fact, the student left

the tutorial situation kriowing less than when he entered. The student
was able to do a portron of the task when he entered but the teacherk
actions appeared to interfere with this knowledge and the student's
ability to do the task. When the student was asked to work on

the‘task independently in another context, he appeared to know less
then he did whenlhe began the tutorial( Griffin,Cole & Newmdn, 1981)

4

- gimilar findings are reported by Harste (Green, 1981 ). In this

instance, a reading teacher signals a rule to the student to help

with decoding. The rule signalled is not correct; the teacher
corrects her behaviors but does not overtly srgnal’the change. The
student continues to use the frdme set by the teacher and is unable
to’decode the word. NoO other brdblem occurs of this sort during the
lesson. When asked about the word at the end)the student gave a non-
eense word that inciuded-parts of all words missed. The teacher's
instructional strategies affected student performance. In the end,
the student was made to look as if he had less skills after the
lesson then at the beginning of the lesson. .

Cole et al.‘aise report the differentiation a teacher ‘used ¥
while using the same instructional plan. éhe teacher attempted )
to teach, the same instructional plan for long division to her entlre

class. The class was divided into a series of ability groups. and

Time of instruction

the teacher proceeded to teach long division.
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was held constant. As the teacher moved from groupvto group, her

instructional patterns changed with peréeived needs of students.

This shiEE_;B_;nﬁtructLonmwas~acco panie by differences in the

LT \

e

\ . amount of content covered. The top groups were able to complete
the task and engage in extra activities. The slower the group,
the 1ess content covered even though the teacher intended equal . —_—
content coverage(Mldquarter report, 1980; personal communlcatlon)
Hrybyk & Farnham=Diggory report a similar finding in terms-of
learning- centers (1981). In observing classroom. activities, they
report that only those students who complete assignments got to go
) ‘ to learning centers des1gned to reinforce skills being taught. This
practice meant that better or more competent students got reinforce-
ment activities and those who were slower and did not finish were
.y

unable to use the-centers. They suggest that this practice leads ° .

to differential treatment of groups and does not help those who may

3

.need the post help. . <L
To summarize, the work on group instructional practices by teachers
suggests that classroom instruction differs by group. Griffin sug-
hgests that this differential treatment is due not to a single theory
of pedagogy a teacher holds but to differential theories of pedagogy
based on percelved needs of students (Griffin, personal commuhication).
Work on how teachers percelue different groups of students in terms
of abilities and how these perceptions 1nf1uence the strategies used
’ and the, activities selected needs to be undertaken. As ihdicated ahove,
"-this“type of issue can be explored on a micro-analytic basis as well .
as on a more global basis (e.g.,‘interviews, planning). This work
also suggests that a focus on the pre-planning stage'will get at

\ A PN
teacher intent; however, if we are to understand the relationship
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- petween planning and instruction, a precise description of the

¢

_————~———evo%vrng“1nstructiOniI event is needed.

Differentiation within lessons. One of the areas of greatest
Lo ’ i
knowledge gain'from these core studies and other related.work'ls the

_ area of language use within lessons. This area has a high degree of
converéence acrces studies; herefore, rather than listing each
s+udy under every flndlng, representative studies will be listed for
each finding. To show the scope of convergence W1th other work beyond

the core set of studies, where approprlate, additional work will be

cited.

]
-

within 1essons, teachers were found to establish routines to
guide part1c1patlon (Erlckson, 1982 Cook-~- Gumperz,Gumperz & Simons,

1981; Merritt & Humphrey, 1981 1982; lehan, 1980; Wallat i!Ereen,

1979; Gumperz & Cook-Gumperz, 1976). These routines were found to

be stable over time (Guzman, 1981; Michaels & Cook-Gumperz, 1980;

shultz & Florio, 1979; Wallat & Green, 1979; 1982). For example,

. teachers were found to establlsh routines for conversatlonalyaccess‘
(Merxritt & Huhphrey, 1981; 1982; Stoffan, 1981). These routines
are used by teachers to signal accessibility or non-accessibility
te stu@ents. This set of signals is importaht for managing the

flow of activity. If the teacher is working with one group in what is ”

called the primary vector of activity (Merritt & Humphrey, 1981),

s/he must also monitor students in other éroups fnd activities (the
’secondary vector of activity). S/he does this by using verbal and
nonverbal signals to indicate when a child cdan enter, when“s/he is
leaving the primary vector (called nslotting out") to eddresssoméone

in the secondary vector. . This. signalling is important for ‘main-

“ taining engagement of students in the primary vector of activity

o g ’ 35
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as well as for meeting the needs of individual children in other

vectors of activity.

Merritt & Humphrey (1981) found that the basis for such dif-

ferentigtion depended on several contextual parameters: 1) the teacher'

philosophy about ideal student behavior during individual worktimé;

2) the nature of the school setting; 3) the mutual -biographical con-
text of teacher and étudent (e.g. academic standing, extent of

child's willingness to work alone, freguency of previous attempts

and successes at getting help from the teacher); 4) the nature of the
interaction in the priﬁary vector (e.g. is there "down time" -- a
break in.the activity): 5).£he degree to which theosolicitor's

addresg overlaps utterances of:those in the primary vector; and

6) the degree to which the teachgr judges s/he can successfully respond

to and dispatch the guery without impairing the events in the pri-

as

]

mary vector ‘(p. 186).. In addition, this work showed thét once a teacher

has actually engaged him/herself in a particular vector of activity, -
s/he will aim to preserve the integrity of that vector.

However, there are times when demands from outside the primary
vector aré made. ‘Atrthese times-the teacher may 1) include primary
vector participants in the change of attention; 2) use split modality
(verbal and nonverbal together) involvement to partially “"slot-out";
or 3) totally }slot-out“ (temporarily leave the vector). They found
that the latter strategy may take several forms: 1) act as if s/he
had never left--e.g., inserting "hi Carter" [the name of the child
.seeking entrance or helé]’in the middle of talking to another child;
2) use a ritual form of slotting-out--e.g.,“éxcuse me for a moment";
or 3) use a ritual forg»of "slotting - in" or returning to the primary

vector--e.g., "OK, I'm sorry I had to interrupt".
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. decision carries i different outcomes for the student.

_ (Stoffan, 1981; Wwallat & Green, 1979; Green & Harker, 1982).

g

If we shift the focus ef the lens for a moment and 1°°K;EF the
differentiation process from the chili's view, Merritt & Humphrey
identify four strategies for seeking individual attention used b§
students. Students can 1) ettempt to overcome the problem or make a
decision on.one's own; 2) turn to another student for help; 3) switch

to an alternative activity; or 4) approach the teacher anyway. Each

This detaé;ed discussion of signals for accessibility demon-
strates the complexity of the decision-making process within each
classroom. It also highiights the multiple processing strategies
required of both teachers and students. In addition, it identifies
the contraints on teachers in giving differentiatedkhelp, and on
students in obtaining differentiated help. This work also highlights

the need for an approach to the study of teaching-learning processes

that can capture more than one vector of activity at a time as well

as the relationship between vectors and-participants.

In addition to routines for accessibility, teachers were found

to have routine places_for giving important messages (Shultz & Florio,

i

1979), and for establlshlng requirements for part1C1patlon in a lesson

This
latter area refers to the establishment of systematic and recurring

expectatlons or norms for behavior teachers hold for student behavior

withln and across activities. Of spec1a1 note is the fact that these

norms and expectations are not 51gna11ed overtly but are 51gna11ed by

the way the teacher distributes turns, permits talk, acknowledges con- .

tibutions, etc. In other words, the teacher signals the rules for

conversational participation both verbally and nonverbally (Erickson,

1982) and students must infer what the rules are from the segquences of -

37




(Guzman, 1981). Within lessons, teachers were found to vary the use of

X

behavior.

Teachers were also found to vary the'structure of lessons. - For

example, teachers varied the types of opening moves they used (Morine-
Dershimer & Tenenberg, 1981; Guzman, 1980; DeStefano & Peplnsky,‘
1981; Green, 1977). Opening moves tended to serve dual purposes: to

enforce orderliness and to illustrate and make the lesson exblicit

directives. DeStefano & Pepinsky (1981) found that the use of direc-
tives varied by reading group. In the lower group, directives were
used to direct activity, while in the middle group, they served to
control behavior (p. 21). Teachers were also found to vary the dis-
trlbutlon of opportunltles to talk (Erickson, 1982 Merrltt & -
Humphrey, 1981) and the types of talk perm1tted-~e g.. chatting
(Erickson et al.- (1979- 1980)' informal talk (Hymes et al, 1981).

Another area of variation or dlfferentlatlon was the use of
expressive style. Teachers varied in terms of positive and negatlve
braise used, reprimands given and positive and negative sanctions
used (Erickson et al, 1979-1980% Guzman, 1981). Merritt & Humphrey
(1981) also found that teachers differentié&ed or shifted roles and
language use with different organizational structures. For example, .
ﬁhen the teacher used a structure that required individual student
participation, s/he shifted from the director of the activity to the
monitor. As he monitor, the teacher used strategies to 1)solicit
ipformation, 2) evaluate students, and 3) provide procedural guidance.
This work illustrates how the use of individual activities increases the «
complexity of ﬁonitoring and managing required of téaghers and students.

In this type of organization, the teacher must monitor more than one

vector of activity in order to provide help, to know what is occurring, .

and to be able to maintain the flow of ;Etivity in the classroom. The .

38
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students also have a complex task; they must also monitor what the

teacher and other students are doing as they complete work on their
own activities, and they must monitor what the teacher is doing in
order to get help. Individual work, ghérefore, requires multiple
processing of cues (Merritt & Humphrey, 1981).

The question of preferential treatment was also explored; Guzman
(19?0) found that preferential treatment was not a unidimensional
phenomenon. Preferential.ereatment varied by context and activity.
Cooper et al (Cooper, Ayefs & Marquis, 1982) report related findings
in their study of peers as teachers. They found that students used
differentﬂpeer "consultants" in different contexts. In other yords,
students differentiated requestsfor help and distributed these
requests among -different consultants. This work suggests that
students are aware of the resources different students can provide
and therefore, distribute the role of teacher to a peer dlfferentlally
Their work also indicates that students use language for teaching and
learning dlfferentlally, that is, they use different strategies in
situations that are cooperative problem solv1ng situations than they

do in asymmetrical situations in which one student is in the role of

teacher (Cooper, Marquis, & Ryers, 1980; Cooper, Ayers, & Marquis, 1980).

Similar findings were reported by Olmeida-Williams for peer teaching
situations in bilingual classrooms (Olmeida-Williams, 1981).

In summary, while these findings are only a representative set
of findings, they demonstrate the variation and differentiation of
language use, language purposes,-and language funct}ons that occur
within lessons. Recently, this differentiation process was shown to
reflect differences in teacher instructional or pedagogical style

(Exrickson, 1982; Green & ﬁerker, 1982). Style, from this perspective,
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is signalled tacitly and can be inferred from or extractea from

the ways in which the teacher interacts with students within

and across context, from the types of behaviors that are sanctioned,
from the types of feedback teachers give about appropriate behavior
and from the types‘of behaviors used by teachers to manage the flow
of activity across various vectors of activity. As indicated above,
miéroanalytic approaches permit precise descriptions of processes
and relationship in “real time" among processes. This type of
approach a;so permits exploration of variables defined by sequences
of behavior--e.g., the typevané range of opening moves, the effect
of these moves on student participation, anq,the intent of teachers .
in using the moves. In addition, these approaches can help iden-

tify the conditions for learning for individuals that occur within

a lesson; therefore, this type of research can explore the influence

of specific types of behaviors and activities on individual student's
participation and performance (See Coie et al for further discussion
--Cole et al. 1979a Gfiffin et al., 1981, 1982; Newman et al., 1981).
This work also suggests that the process of decision-making
for teachers occurs within lessons énd is based on student responses,
that decision-making is not a pre-planning stage alone. This work
provides a description of the ways in which teachers shift their
behaviors based on perceived needs of students, of the activity,

or of their own pedagogical intent. It also pfovidés indepth, pre-

cise descriptions of how these teacher behaviors support, constrain,

or interfere with student performance and knowledge gained from

the activity (Newman, Griffin & Cole, 1981)

In the next section, additional discouyse features will be

considered.
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Discourse Processes and the Relationship to Student Knowledge and J
Participation

The findings on discourse processes that are characteristic
of face-to-face interaction in classroom settings will be presented.
The relationship of these processes to stqdeﬁt academic achievement
and to the acquisition of 1eeroing strategies, norms and participation
in activities will'oe.provided.> This section, therefore, combines

information about features of discourse and the purpose and outcomes

of such discourse; this section then combines the last two aspects

of the findings.

Before proceedlng to the discussion of the findings, a word
of clarlflcatlon is needed in order to frame the discussion. The

studles 1n the core group focused on 1dent1f1catlon of discourse

processes and face-to-face behavior using current advances in socio-
« linguistic and psycholrngulstlc analysis. One of the goals of work
in this area was to descrloe the nature of teaching-learning processes

that are part of the on-going demands of classrooms and teaching-

s

learning processes. This goal has beeh met in part. What emerges

" from this work is a set of systematic descriptions of lessons and

. events; in other words, a picture of how participants in teaching-

>
=3

* learning processes use language to learn and at the same time acquire

)

" 'inew knowledge'about language use. Outcomes in this area are of two

) types, outcomes related to academic performanoe and outcomes related

~ “
<

to part1c1patlon in procesees of 1nteractlon.

-

. . Qne cautlon'needs to be cons1dered. The work on instructional

-

- N * = Uh’( & >,
processes has been internse® and indegth for a limited set of class-

rooms and instructional activities within these classrooms. However,

‘when taken as a whole, this informatlon provrdes precise descriptions
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of evolving processes and initial explorations of these processes

to academic achievement. These results are representative of

1ife in classrooms studied and are suggestive of other classroom
settings. The findings come from studies that used contrast1ve
settings, events Or students. They represent, with one’ exceptlon,
DeStefano & Pepinsky (1981) a plarined contrast within and

Ve

ACross classrooms. " Even though DeStefano & Pepinsky engaged in
exploration of a single classroom, these researchers used planned
contrast between three students that reflected systematic differences
that were preset. ThlS study.,then, provides 1nformatlon about the

L

1ife in classrooms from the perspective of students with different

backgrounds and abilities and explores how +these dif erehces not
only affected learning and participation for these students but
they served as a reference point for exploring the performance of
other students and the teacher vis~-a-vis these students. )
The f1nd1ngs that will be presented in this section, therefore,
. provide information about both the qualitative and quantltatlve 7
aspects of life within and across classrooms. One addition caution
must be considered. 1In reporting the findings and providing a
picture of the evolving processes, it was necessary to decontextu-=

alize these variables; that is, to remove them from context and

to isolate them from other processes to which they are linked. This

procedure was necessary to hlghllght what we have learned about

the nature of teachlng— earnlng processes as discourse processes.
Therefore, it is important to remember that the discrete processes
that appear in the discussion and on the charts in this section are
not independent of the contexts in whlch they occurred. To- anticipate

-

the question of idiosyncrasy of the findings, criteria were establlshed

2
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wheﬂ selecting thd findings for discussion. Those processes
presented in this section represent procesé@s that were found
acroés activities and/or across settings, that extend knowledge
of previously identified processes or\thatrrelated to one of the

~

ocutcome measures (e.g., achievement, acquisition of discourse pro-

cesses). The findings din this section, therefore, will focus on o

an emerging understanding of the nature of teaching-learning'processes~

s

as linguistic processes.

t

Discourse Processes: Use, Perception and Relationship to Performance

Measures

Representative findings in ten categories will be presénted. -

Each‘category reflects a different aspect of the conceptualization
of teaching-learning proée;ses as linguistic processes.
are presented from general discourse processes features
specific, highly topic-centered featgres (e.g., praise,

While the order of presentation is arbitrary, the pres

was selected so that the reader could begin with broa er processes

and then,wit@ thegf as a frame, bégin to con;ider specific or more gz_
focussed discourse processes and their influence on participation
and achievement. The ten categories of findings are:

1. Repregentqtive Nonverbal Discourse Features‘ .

2. Representative samples of Context Constraints on Language Use

3. Represe?tative Findings on Patterns of Languaqé Use

4. Representative Findings on Rules for Speaking

5. Representative Findings on Peer Learning and Language Use

6. Representative Findings on Question Asying and Perceptidn

of Questions

7. Representative Findings on the Perception of General 2

Language Use for Teachers and students
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8.. Representative Findings on the Nature of Attention

9. Representative’Findings on Teachers Use of Praise

10. Representative Findings on Teachers Use of Sanctions

The findings ase/bresented in table form, with each table
representing a ziﬁf;rent cluster of findings. -The ninety-five

findings presented in the tables.represent app;oximately half of

all discret findings> Those selected are not directly redundant

»

with the findings discusSed in the previous sections. The findings
to be discussed are those that can be readily understood without
further elaboratlon of specialized topics such as narrative struc-
ture (Cook-Gumperz, Gumperz, & Simons, 1981), cohesion and 11ngu1st1c

analysis (DeStefano & Pepinsky, 1981), and cognitive psychology

-(Cole, Griffin, & Newman,"1979; 1981 :). - Each of these fields has

a theoret1ca1 base with a long history and to do them justice further

élgrificatlon and 1dent1f1cat10n of underlying constructs would need

to be presented in order to provide an adequate frame for "the findings.

Readers interested in the specific findings in these areas are

,referred to the original sources. The findings in this section,

therefore, are general flndlngs 1nd1cat1ve of the nature of teaching-

Y —
learning prgcesses as linguistic processes. ’ '

. Representative Nonverbal Discourse: Features. Communication in

classrooms is a complex process that occurs in different channels.
In ﬁany instances, verbal and nonverbal messages CO—-OCCUr. In some
instances nonverbal messages‘help clasify verbal messages and, in
ether instanees, they can be used to carry a second message that is

delivered simultaneously with the first message. Table 9 p}esents

_a" series of findings about hgy nonverbal behav1ors are used, thei;?x\

general bharacteristics, the purposes they serve, how a student s
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Table 9 “ ‘ ‘ .

~

-

KepreSéntatlve Monverbal Discourseé Features

‘J%Focus' the Process of Identification
. ’ . Specific Observed How ewareness Way learned Relatéd to
General Finding * [( Characteristics Purpose is signalled or obtained
L : , -
Messages can be sen "official" teacher Maintaining Students. who 'obsegzgs§£;;> differeén-
across two channel involvement is in the flow and need access from vior eha- ‘tiation of
of communication verbal channel instruction otheﬁ\vectors viors indicate classroom
(nonverbal & verbal) (Merritt & n use honverbal awareness of communica-
simultaneously . Humphrey, 1981) chapnél . , patterns ex* tive envi-
' . - (pJs136) | <o o pected ronment
unofficial .(non- managing the observe ‘beha- tacit rule is obtaining
averbal modality) flow of activity vior} /patterns learned by help
channel can be used when more than indicate aware- oBserving in- appropriate
without o6fficially one group is ness of expected stances of “participa-
interrupting used (e.g., 3 and appropriate successful & tion
(Merritt & groups) behaviors unsuccessful slotting=in
. Humphrey, 1981) ~, access gaining slotting-out -
(p. 136) ’ . 1
4 . -/"
’ . teacher collabor- 1) provide aid behavior in= observing in- providing
; - ates to carry out 2) give direc-~ dicates aware- stance of col- help

events in the

tions on - ness of appro- laboration by managing flow

79N
¢

~

secondary vector
(Merritt & Humphrey
1981) (p. 106)

4)
5)

verbal channel

. sanctioned in favor management

nonverbal (kinder-
garten) (Merritt &
Humphrey, 1981;p. 171)

' prevent

focus attention verbally sig-

priate—patterns teacher and of activity

of behavior -

next phase
of agtxvxty
crisis/emer- ;o
gency

check work
display of
misinforma-
tion .
brief 1nqu1ry ’ ' .
student can't )

continue with- N

out help )

S

1
(op)

overt rule locus of
nalled and non- 3cit strategy,,»afféﬁzlon
verbally adhered focus on verbal guiding

to activity
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Table 9 (Continued) ' .

~ Representative Nonverbal Discourse Featurés
Focus: The Process of Identification

Specific observed How awareness Way learned Related to

General Finding Characteristics Purpose is signalled “or obtained
. Nonverbal modality initiatiop of response to observation of managing
’ is referred for individudq/ summons ' conventionalized flow of
summoning student private teacher signal “activity: -
and child inter- . individual-
action ization
- - . . private in-
7 R - teractions
: " Dirécting students focus on verbal attention to developmental learning
= to verbal modality meaning (more verbal over non- ability (Cook-  to depend
(Nursery level decontextualized verbal cues (e.g. Gumperz, 198l) on verbal
specified) language student, when signalled by, cues (adult
. information in verbal actions of model)
> - two channels, others; can be abiiity to

. ~cdy .
sres-informaéion overtly Slmaliediocor et
rboa - alize mean-

R ¢
T over visual- . from behavior . ng
.. (6riffin,personal patterns observed(c°ok_
. - : icati
- A o A cqmmunlcatlon) @ . Gumperz,
) X $ 1981)
' ’
» ; - ) ‘
. . . . Vv
' S h
v % ~ ;; .
L3




awareness of the nonverbal channe;lis'signalled, ways students

learn about the use of these sigﬁals and other related areas and

]

concepts.

Table 9 can be read.in £§o ways. Each row provides a differént
type of knowledge about one specific characteristic or aspect of the
process. In a new field,lresearchers need to specify the various
types of evidence used to validate the construct. Each column
within a row represents different attrib&tes of the construct. One
of the underlying pfemises of this body(pf research is. that processes
6f interaction used by participapts as they communicate can be cap-
tured. Thereforé, the columns on Table 9 (also on Table 10) ‘

}summarize the discourse process from'differen£ perspectives: the
researcher, the ieachertand the student. In addition, information
about how these processes are acguired by‘participants and identified
by researchers is provided. The information in e;ch column provides
an evolving picture o£ the different aspects of the process.

As indicated in Table 9, thgre is an "official" channel of
communication which tends to be' dominated by the verbal messages.

"As Yividly captured in this table, "unoffiéial" does not mean

" "unimportant". The reader will note that what occurs in the
unofficial channel are messages related to managing the flow‘of
less;ns acros; different vectors of activity (e.g., monitoring the
.groups that are working independently while the teacher works with
6ne group) and with providing individual help to students who are
not directly working with the teacher. The "unofficial™ channel,
therefore, becomes a distinct resource for teachers who can con-
sciously gain..control over the mechanismsinvolved in orchestrating

two channels of information simultaneously. In Appendix A, a nar=.
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rative description of how knowledge of "official" and "unofficial"

discourse variables became resourcesfor one supervisor of student

teachers is presented.

Representative Samples of Context Constraints on Language Use.

Tab%e 10 provides a description of a broad range of attributes
relgted to the general finding that classrooms and activities within
classrooms are differentiated learning environments. As indicated
in this table, researchers using a linguistic or discourse approach
have’ been able to identify multiple levels and types of contexts, rules
for partigipation;*descriptions of how contexts and rules within the
congsx;é are constructed and the.in;erlrelationship of the academic
task structure and the participation sgructure. This work, therefore,
defines ?linguistic environment" as both the academic task and the
social participation task structures.,

The picture of the classroom as a differentiated linguistic
environment that results from the work reported in Table 10 is one
of a rule:gﬁverned enwironment. This’work suggests that we can no
longer assume that language used by teachers and students is the
same across all content and contexts. The evolviﬁg picture of
classroom life is one of shifting demands within and across lessons.
The work repsrted in this table demonstrates the. complex features

of classroom life and teaching-learning contexts, that are orchestrated

by teachers as part of their day-to-day activities. In addition,

this work suggests that certain aspects of classroom life that are

observable are developmental in-nature. In -addition, the systematic

approaches developed within these projects provides a vehicle for

. both researchers and teachers to observe how these developmental pro-

- —cesses-evolve -over time within and across educational activities
Q s C




mable 10

- Representative Samples of Context Constraints on Language Use

Focus: the Process of Identification ]
- i
Specific Observed Purpose How awareness Way learned Related to
General Finding Characteristics is -signalled or obtained _
Context constrains Participation or managing the appropriate be- inferred from . event or-
language use event structure organization of havior used dur- behaviors of ganization
is signalled from an event while ing difterent others and s t
actions of par- simultaneously phases of lesson, verbal and appropriate
T . . s o participa-
ticipants presenting con- activity, event. _nonverbal be- tion
/Erickson, 1982; tent haviors of ;
Erickson & teacher acquiring
Shultz, 1977; strategies
1981; Philips, for use in
1972; 1974) activities
managing or
guiding
activities
Norms for or ex- managing the appropriate beha- inferred from appropriate
pectations for be- organization vior is used dur- behaviors of participa-
havior are sig- of events over ing different others, feed- tion
nalled during time phases of lessons back from stabilit
activity--sig- and over lessons teacher (verbal y
. . of teach-
nals co-occur establish expec-~ of similar type and nonverbal) ing pat-
with content tations for par- terns

Context mediates
meaning

/“;1

(Erickson, 1982;
Cook~-Gumperz,
Gumperz & Simons,
1981; Griffin,
Cole, & Newman,
1982; Merritt &
Humphrey, 1981)

Levels of context

exist simultane-

ously

(Merritt & Humphrey

1981; Erickson &
~ Shultz, 1981;

Bloome & Green,

1982)

o

ticipation for
activity being
constructed

develop conven-
tionalized pat-
terns or cues

1) local context
signals what
the immediate
activity is--
what is occur-
ring now

appropriate
ticipation

inferred from
behavior pat-
terns

par-

appropriate

52

managing oI
guiding
an activ-
ity

participa-
tion
(Erickson,
wallat &
Green,
1979;1982




Representative Samplés of Context Constrains on Language Use

Table1l0 (Gontinued)

Focus: the Process of Identification- .
- Specific Observed flow awareness ~ way lea;ned, Related to
General Findings Characteristics Purpose is signalled or obtained
2) event context appropriate par- l)inferred from appropriate
signals the ticipation behavior pat-  participa-
type of event terns tion(contin-
(e.g., group "2)obtained from ued)
lesson) -x verbal infor- Collins, 1980
3) setting context observed organ- mation Eder, 1982;
is signalled by ization *  3)differentiated Bloome, 1981;
the physical . C s events, phys- Cole, Griffin,
context digﬁrlzz;ggrby <« 1cal areas & Newman, 1979;
4) mutual biograph-g P Stoffan, 1981;
. Jcal context 1s signalled by overtime frames McDermott 1978
history of patterns of beha-~ for behavior
. teacher & child vior used by are established _. . -
over time teacher & child from interac- surface level
- - . difference§ in
as' they collabor- tion in st tio
ate to meet goals n struction
(Erickson et al.
1979-1980)
differentiation
. shared context
SIS construction
rule- organizing activ- recurring patterns inferred from orderliness of
5 governed ities of behavior " clash between activity
(all . conventions serve types of behaviors e*pected beha- stability of
studies) .~ vior and actual .
- to support par- become more predlc-behavior . expectation
ticipation - table (Cook-Gumperz, (Erickson,1982;
. _Gumperz, & Simons, Merritt &
- underlying operat 1981) Humphrey, 1983
. ing principles Guzman, .1980;
(Exrickson, 1982) : S s !
Shultz&florio,
‘ 1979

1979;1982)

wWallat &Green, .




! ' Table 10 (Continued)

]

Representatlve Samples of Context Constraints on Language Uséﬁm

Focus: the Process of Identification -
2 v Specific Observed - How awareness Way learned Related to
ﬂGene;al_FindipgS Characteristics Purpose is signalled of obtained
- Students .transform Meet felt needs observed patterns
contex* to own use ‘or goals of of ‘behaviors .
< e or own goals students ) .
(Hrybyk & -
Farnhani-
. Diggory,1981)- .
: Share what is
) y being read i
- (Hymes, 1981;
1 .. Bloome & Green,
lQQll )
Teachers transform Teacher appro- observed teacher inferred from ‘task per-
evolving task to priates studefit actions during sequnces of formance
: meet goals and ~ behavior to com- instruction” 1n behaviors ; .
. complete task plete task (Cole, responsiiég/;;h~ - t2§§2§;°“alf
Griffin & Newman,dent actdons Cole g N
~ 1981a; 1981b)-- Grlféln &
Use what student Newman 19795
brings to task to N ! !
help him/her com- ng?zgﬁ
plete the task. ‘ I*Cblé,’
. 198l .
‘o . Griffin,
. T Cole, &!981
o . . Newman,1982 .
— Context constrains gignals who talks, patterns of  inferred from Comniunica- *
oral production how, when and to appropriate actions ‘and tive com=-
\\\ (Gumperz et al, whom ' talk and lan- verbal behaviors peternce
1981; Cole, Hall, (Hymes, 1972) guage use of participants (Hyfves,
Downing, 1980; ‘ within and across 1972)
Steinberg & : -different contexts
Cazéen, 1979; .-,
g Genishi, 1979; .
. q:} Carey, ‘Harste & . -
v Smith, 1981;
Green & Wallat,
h>- e 107700 - -

™~
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J Representative Safiples of Context Constraints on Language Use s
Pocus: the Process of Identification ‘ g - : - .
T Specific _Observed How awareness Way learned Related to
General Finding Characteristics Purpose is signalled or obtained .
Academic task Provides students 1l)sequence of inferred from content
structures pro- with acadenic behaviors sequnces of presenta-
vide different content in organ- (verbal & information tion
information than ized ways non-verbal) presented how tasks
o does the partici- 1) present logic  2)steps in con- are con-
——— — -pation.structure of subject mat- tent presenta- - structed
(see below); T ter—— - tion. . - SIS '““‘“ﬂ”"“TESIEﬁﬁsgaiijﬂ
, these structures  2) information o &'McDérmoté
. cp-occur . content pre- T ——-1978; Cole '
. (Erickson, 1982; "~ sented in eéfgi-197?,
., Cole, Griffin & various steps Green.£ -t

Newman, 1979;
Cole et al, 198la;
1981b)

Q

-

Social Participa-
tion structure
involves
l)whole pattern
of interactions
2)configuration
of roles
3)distribution
of rights and
obligations
(Exickson, 1982;
philips, 1972;
1974)

Academic Task structure+

Snci31 participation structure =

1Toxt Provided by Enic [

~ERIC 57

3)"Meta-content"” 4
cues steps to
and strategies
for completing
task ;

4) Physical mater-
ials through
which tasks
are accomplished

Guides activity sequences of
l)governs sequencing behaviors
and articulation used and
of interaction
2) defines communi-

cation roles

the "Linguistic Envirorment"
¢

inferred from
expectations
for and beha-
viors used
during inter-
actions--how
people hold
each other
accountable
and construct
the activity

Harker, 1982

task analy- -
sis

(Newman &
Gearhart,
1980)

Griffin et
al, 1981; ~

1982) .
Participant

structure
organiza-
tion
structure
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and institutional borders (e.g., grade level; organizational levels;

building levels, schooling levels)~ Such work will extend our know—

~——--""]edge ‘about the 1nter-re1atlonsh1ps between, developmental processes,
- environmental constraits and instructional processes.

. Representative Findings on patterns of Language Use. °This section

on findings moves to a more global level in the presentation of findings.
In Table 11, specific patterns indicative of teacher-student talk are
presented Thls table, indicates types of patterns that were

- exploredwandhgeneral flndlngs related to each pattern. What thls

table and the tables that follow prov1de is an emerglng languagg for
describing and talking about the strategies, (i.e., linguistic devices)
teachers and students use as part of teaching-learning processes.
Table 11, therefore, provides a "sampler" of the types of patterns

_ that_can_be and have been identified.

Bepresentative Findings on Rules for Speaking. In previous sec- —

tions, classroom discourse has been characterized as rule-governed.
Table 12 provides an overview of salient features associated with

the development and signalling of rules for speaking and participation.
As indicated on this table, the process of learning rules requires
conversational inferenc1ng since rules are slgnalled both tacitly and
explicitfy. when considered in light of the findings on the differen-
tiated nature of classrooms, the inferencing process required which ‘
{s c6§nifiVE‘Tn”nature—is—dnigoing7—that—i » ile ines are

established and activities begin to recur, demands for participation

~ " \
shift frequently both within and across lessons. Therefore, for a
student to participate appropriately at any given point in a lesson,

s/he must actively interpret the meaning being signalled in the

- | 4

O official and unofficial channels of communication,

9J




Table 11

Representative Findings on Patterns of Langﬁage Use

General\ Finding = .-

V4§Qg£9§,££gmwggzg,Studigs,

‘1.

Nominations: Differences in use
by context .
a\ overall )
N nominations to respond

DeStefano & Pepinsky, 1981

-

\ o= 77%
\ 2) nominations in opening
v bids = 23% ,
b. nominations during reading = 90% (p. 17)
c. few opening bids occurred that

were to initiate talk in class-
rooms (teacher) (p. 34)

Discourse was found to be dominated by
teacher initiated exchanges with a
rétatively high density of speech acts
in opening moves (p. 37)
a. opening moves by teachers were
dominated by "directive manage-
" ment" and "non-participant
informants" :
dual purposes served
1) onforce ordexr & structure
2) illustrates & makes clear
lesson or exercise that
follows
/
Teacher talk centered on states or
actions with a relatively heavy accom-
panying references to objects. There
was little teacher talk about processes
" (p. 37)

4

l
Information giving in classrooms was

usually in respense to a teacher's

question and rarely resulted in com-
plete sentences. In play settings,
information giving was usually volun-
teered and mostly given in "complete
sentences" (p. 59). g

Teachers evaluate student language
ability using an adult model or

and "ideal" model. This evaluation
process is often unconsciously done
but has an influence on students who

_ have developed a sense of narrative

different from the "ideal" that teacher

has or the adult model.

students of different language traditions
use language for theé same purpose but use
different forms and cohesive structures

60

sorine-Dershimer & Tenenberqg,
1981

Morine-Dershimer & Tenehbgrg,
1981.

Guzman, 1980

DeStefano & Pepinsky, 1981

Morine-Dershimer & Tenenberg,
’ 1981

Cook-Gumperz & Worsley. 1981
Cook-Gumperz & Green, 1981
Michaels & Cook-Gumperz, 1980

-
P

Hymes, 1981
Michaels & Cook-Gumperz, 1980
Collins & Michaels, 1981

Michaels, 1981
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Table 12

Representative\Findings on Rules for Speaking

“‘Salieﬁtj?éatufe'.

N
\,

. Source from Core Studies . _

AN 7

1. FExplicit signals are found in literal

2’

3.

meaning

Implicit feat
a. nonve
b. chang

ures signal L
rbal changes in distance
es in posture

c. contextualization cues include

1)
2)
3)
4)

5)
6)
7)
8)
9)
10)

syntax

lexicon

stylistic register
prosody (pitch, stress,
intonation,etc.)

gaze

body movement

postural position
interpersonal distance
tying between messages
rhythm

These cues point to meaning, pro-

vide

redundancy of information ané/

or additional messages

‘Tacit:

students and observers must

actively interpret meaninag from interac-

tions

Rights and obligations to speak for
any individual related to the question

‘“mbout what?"

Conversational accessibility is

regulated

Nofms or expectations for participation

activity

. are constructed as part of the ongoing

Frickson 1982

Erickson 1982

Gumperz & Cook-Gumperz, 1976
Gumperz & Tannen, 1980 -
Erickson 1982

Erickson & Shultz, 1977; 1981

—

- \

All researchers
For example see: DeStefano &
Pepinsky, 1981

Merritt & Humphrey, 1981

Merritt & Humphrey 1981
Michaels & Cook-Gumperz, 198Q

Erickso§\1982

Erickson & Shultz, 1977; 1981
Hymes, 1981

peStefano & Pepinsky, 1981
Borman, 1981

Merritt & Fumphrey, 1981
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Representative Findings on-Peer-Learning—and»Language“Use+

In this section, the lens of the microscope shifts from a focus on

the teacher-child interaction to peer interactions for instructional

purposes. The evidence outlined tn Table 13 indicates that peer
teaching*situations are contexts for intellectual development.

The findings presented in this table provide a picture of the
resources students have available in both informal and formal peer
learning/teaching situations. This work jndicates that children in
primary grades are aware of both the academic and social task require-
ments of teaching and learning and this awareuess becomes an

actlve resource in guiding the atudent in the role of peer teacher.

Representative Findings on Question Asking and Perception of

Questions. One of the major areas of past work on the study of .
teaching has been the area of guestioning. In Table 14, findings on
both question‘asking and perceptions of questions by teachers and
students alike are highlighted. This work diverges from most of

the early work on questions by considering the functions or purposes
served by questions. Therefore, this work provides new ingormation
and identifies a viable new direction to the study of questioning

and its role in instructional proces;es. For example, questions were

perceived by both teachers an. students as serv1n%/more than ane

_ purpose. The finding that guestioning is an area in Whlch the rules

£nr use and/or response are not always clear to students provxdes
further 1nformation about. the nature of the demands for information
processing requlred of students. It also helps 1dent1fy ‘another
attribute of the linguistic differentiation process in classrooms.

Furthermore, this set of findings suggests that exploring the




- Table 13 ' .

. Pepresentative Findin s on Peer Learning' 4
and Language Use o \-
-" -
r

‘~Source—f£omACore_Studie§

«

>

~

" General Finding °

<

A : v,
1. peer culture constrains -student Gotfried suszhafer in . .
- participation in classroom inter- - Cook-Gumpe}z, Gumperz & Simons,
actions by grade four ’ 1981
2. Pgér 1earniﬁg/teachfng is a context Cooper, Ayers & Marquis, 1981
for intellectual development Morine-®ershimer & ‘Tenenberg, 1981
3. In play groups, the most frequently Morine-Dershimer & Tenenberg, 1981
occurring languge in order were:
a. information - giving
b. directing/influencing (p. 45)
4, The most reporteé fanguag&‘in inter- Morine Dershimer & Tenenberg, 1981

views in order were:
a. directing/influencing
b. information-giving (p. 45) i . .

5. In didactic situations, the students cooper et al, 1981
used a systematic set of strategic
interaction patterns that were
associated with effectiveness in peer 5
Learning that was also developmental
Tkindergarten and second grade .
a, orient partner
b. manage behavior
c. instrumental statements
d. responses
e. evaluation and feedback (p. 2)

6. Directives were more effective in Cooper et al, 1981
cooperative peer learning tasks. No
such effect was found for the didactic

task (p. 7)
7. In cooperative tasks, effectiveness Cooper et al, 1981
was achieved when :
a. children pointed /
b. children showed blocks to
partners

_c. children used directives
d. children labelled blocks
e. children made evaluative

.comments (p. 11-13)

8. Low' frequencjes occurred in the -Cooper et al, 1981 -
use of praising or critical remarks
to partners in peer learning situations
(p, 8)

9. Seven year oldd used pacing and *  Cooper et al, 1981

managing embedded in teaching and

Tearning sequences to meet their goals
(p. 17)
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o~ ; Table 13 (Continued)

Representative Samples of Peer Learning
and Language Use

~ \ . -

- source from Core Studies

General Finding

10. The use of relevant comments and Cooper et al, 1981
specificity were highly associated -
with the success of teaching ,episodes

, (p. 33)
11. Even five year olds seemed able to ' Cooper et al.
repair the ambiguity of non-specific
bids (p. 33)
12. Repeats and reformulations are dis- Merritt et al, 1981

course resources that children use

extensively in their replayings (done

when no response is given to initiations),
: (p. 142)

13. At first - third grade’ levels, repeats Merritt et al, 1981
and reformulations occur more frequently
when students are trying to engage other
students than when trying to engage the
teacher (p. 142)

14. Students report watching other students
in order to

a. f£ind out the answer when~ Morine-Dershimer et al, 1981
they don't know the answer

b. check their answer when Morine-Dershimer et al, 1981
they are not sure

c. in informal'situations Borman, 1981

(e.g., playground) to learn
how to play games and what
to do

LRIC - 6




Table 14

Representative Findings oN Question Asking and P

of Questions

1

-

erception

General Finding)

I
source from Core

Studies

1. Pupils and teachers agreed that teachers
asked questions in order to teach or to
tell (p. 42)

2. Pupils reported that mothers asked ques-
tions because they wanted t6 know, and
that they (students) answered questions
in school and home settings because
"someone asked" (p. 42)

3. Questions and responses to questions
occurred infrequently in play group
settings, and when theydid occur
appeared to serve an aﬁtentiOn—getting
function rather than an informing
function (p. 42) .

groups (kindergarten and
successful learners

and referred to materials
involved in peer teaching
31)

4. Among both age
second grade),
used questions
on the problem
situations (p.

5. Classroom questioning is one area (See
attention for another) where rules are
least clear) .

6. 1In teacher initiated exchanges, pupil
responses were more salient to both
pupils and teachers, even though teacher
questions occurred somewhat more fre-

quently (y. 45)

6. Pupil responses to questions were re-

ported more often when s
a. questions occurred in conjunctive
- cyclaes (p < .0017); conjunctive
cycles are two cycles which
are tied together because the same
question is asked of more than
one student--horizontal guestions
b. gquestion cycles that occurred” in
embedded cycles (p< .00013);
embedded cycles are those in which
one student is asked a series of
questions for clarification or
evaluation within a general cycle
(p. 41)

6o

Morine-Dershimer

3

Morine-Dershimer

Morine-Dershimer

Cooper, Ayers, &

Morine-Deérshimer

Morine-Dershimer

Mbdrine-Dershimer

_& Tenenberg, 1981

& Tenenberg, 1981

& Tenenberg, 1981

Marquis, 1981

& Tenenberg,1981

& Tenenberg, 198

& Tenenberg, 198




" previously.

> o

\ o~ . /

the nature and purpose of guestions from a linguistic base will

help clarify one of the most fregquently used and salient linguistic

devices. available to ‘teachers for instructional purpdses.

n of General Language

Representative Findings‘on the Pérceptio

—

Use for Teachers & Students. The findings on student and teacher

perceptions of langauge use suggests that both students and teachers

are aware of the differentiated nature of the classroom as a lin-

guistic environment. As Indicated in Table 15, at times, teachers

and students view events from similar perspectives and at other times,
. - IS M

. A . . . o
they view events from different perspectives. 1In addition, student

perceptions of language functions and different types of language use

were found to influence student participation. This work reflects

an approach that explores the nature of processes from the partici-

pants perspective. Additional work needs to be undertaken to explore

obtaining students’

-

theswgyswin~which&xeqchers can use strategies for

perspectives as instructional resources.

+Representative Findings on the Nature of Attention. The

findings presented in Table 16 are more complete than those overviewed

The reason for the density of findings in this area

is that "this area, attention, was the focus of a sub-study of on
%>

of the projects; that is, it became a topic for specific study ..

%

for one study. In addition, findings were generated by work on

other processes. Central to the topic-centered study on attention

was the question of what counts as attention. Inﬁsystematically

exploring this question, May found that attention, like éther

. } .
aspects of face-to~face behavior 1in instructional activities varies

across‘contexts, by student, by teacher, and by goal or intent of

the activity. In addition, May's work also shows that teachers are

(=%

&




Table 15

Representative Findinés on the .Perception of General
Language Use for Teachers & Students

-

-

eneral Finding

Source from Core Studies

1.

Teachers tended to report a question
in cenjunction with a pupil response,
or a series of responses, while pupils
tended to report pupil responses in
isolation from the gquestion that it
elicited when asked to report what
they remembered hearing or what was
said (p. 28)

Pupils perceived clear differences
for rules of discourse across the
settings of home, play and class-
room lesson

It is clear that pupil perceptions
of language shifted as the social
context changed from the formal
setting of the lesson to the
informal settings of families and
play groups (p. 31).

Frequency of participation in.
class discussions contributed
significantly (p.¢ .0001) to the
explained variance in final reading
achlevement(p. 44).

Deflnlng question (sfudents) as
informative contributed 51gn1f1cant1y
to the explained variance in pupil
participation in classroom discourse

(p¢ -01).

There were strong classroom dif-
ferences in pupil perceptions of
the functipns of teacher questlons -

(p<€-.001) and of teacher praise (p< .05)

in lessons, and these differences
correspond to differences in teachers"
use of questions and traises, as
identified in analysis of classroom
language (p. 43).

There was a51gn1f1cant relationship
between pupil perceptloﬂs of the
functions of questions in lessons
and their

classroom status" (p< .025) (p. 43)

Q

"composite concurrent ;

Morine-Dershimer & Tenenberg, 1981

-

Tenenberg,

Morype-bershimer & 1981

Morine-Dershimer & Tenenberg, 1981

Morine-Dershimer & Tenenberg, 1981

Morine-Dershimer & Tenenberg, 1981

Morine-Dershimer & Tenenberg, 1981

-

Morine-Dershimer & Tenenberg, 1981

My

/
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Table 16

Representative Findings on the Nature of Attentien

General Pinding

source from Core studies

R I

1. Attention requirements differ within

an activity--e.gd..
a: teaching

- b. direction-giving
c. independent work -
d. tests

e. free time
(p. 17)

gtudents' style of verbal interaction
can mask their attention to task

Teacher basis his/her inference about
attention on the basis of observed

cues

?rientation of students’ podies-

1) eye gaze
2) body movement
3) body orientation

movement while teacher 15 talking

interference with activities
of others

talking

inability to respond (P. 13)

Teachers feel that they have
the ability to determine.when
students are paying attention,
they do not claim to always be
_correct (p. 13)

Teachers rank various evidence
inattention and place greater
faith in this evidence than in
test results .

a. ability to follow atteption
of students--this ability
is based on more than beha-
vior of students

b. on moment-to-moment indica-
tions of attention

Not all learning requiies constant
attention (p. 14)

Students can give attention without
understanding the content or activity

The amount of attention required de-
pends on the degree the teacher feels
is nece ; therefore, the rule £0r
attention= t constant

May, 1981 in Hymes 1981

3

May, 1981 in Hymes 1981
/

May, 1981 in Hymes 1981

May, 1981 in Hymes 1981

May, 1981 in Hymes 1981

May ., 1981 in Hymes, 1981
May., 1981 in Hymes, 1981

May. 1981 in Hymes, 1981
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13. Teacher and students aélnot begin with Merritt, 1982 ~
.~ .a shared understanding of what con- DeStefano & Pepinsky, 1981°

- . it in which leads to different

:}O. Teachers ignore two types of inatténtion May, 1981 in Hymes, 1981 .

s tention to be raised to the \‘
‘ public level (p. 29) ¢ -
11..Typ€s of inattention behaviors likely ‘May, 1981 in-Hymés, 19¢1 )
. to be raised to -the public level L -

..‘_E}‘i . . 7 .

oy : . * Table 16 (Continued) ’ -
SERN > ' kgpiesentative Findings on the Nature of Attention

. General Finding- o - Source from Core Studies ‘

9. Teachers let attention go and pull May, 1981 in Hymes, 1981 : )

- tolerance according to
: .a., activity =

‘b. individual child ! ' .
c. ~participation structure ¢ : L -
~ d. teacher o
(p. 28) . -~ . )
<

‘ a. whatever can be ignored
b. whether or not the teachers
want the» instance. of inat-

a. loud voice . .

b. lasts a 1ong‘t1me_(duxa£ion)

c. draws others in . . ' .
~d." one student's voice can be :
> identified .
” e. student moves from one place

to the next without positive
sanctions . Lo

12, A difference exists between perception May, 1981 in Hymes, 1981
. ~of inattention ahd public notice;. there-
-fore consideration of what counts as
attention or inattention depénds on .
teachefapercéption,.ﬁeapher‘goal for ' -

lesson, group or individual (p. 29) oo .

©  stitutes task or rules. The teacher's
- role is to direct the:focus of attention

on task and rules and to lay out format
. expectations .

“a.. if the format expectations are not
' ~ : Iaid out; students may . "borrow" for-
‘. mats‘from‘another_1earning environ-~ .

.- ment as a framé for the current .
' adtivityrand ‘therefore perform in~- -
appropriately

b.  problems can also exist when stu-
: dents'pead\only part“of_ the cues -
N (one modality--e.g., verbal and

- 'not both verbal and nonverbal)




. o - Table 16 (Continued) -

Representative Findings on the Nature of Attention

- General Findiﬁg‘

N

Source from Core

Studies

114.

15,

- 16.

17.

18.

* comments of pupils

19.
20.
" 21,

22.

23.

24.

Q

Fourth graders gave more attention to
comments of high achievers, frequent '\
participants, and pupils high in, status
with the teachers.
no significant differences in ratios
of attention based on any of these
variables (p. 53)

-Boys were not attended to more than

girls (p. 52)

High peer status pupils were not at-
tended to 'more than low peer status
pupils (p. 52)

Ratios of attention were highest for
pupils ho participated frequently
in class discussions

Ratios of attention were higher for
hwo were higlr in
entering reading achievement. and lower
for pupils low in entering reading
achievement (p. 51)

There were no ethnic differences in
attention to either teacter questions
or pupil responses (p. 46)

peer status attended
than pupils of
.05)

Pupils high in
more to pupid response
middle or low peer status (p

High achievers in reading attended-
more to teacher questions than low
achievers (p £ .001) (p. 46)

Third graders showed

Morine-Dershimer

Morine-Dershimer

Morine-Dershimer

. Morine-Dershimer

Morine-Dershimer

Morine-Dershimer

-

Morine-Dershimer

Morine-Dershimer
¢

’

Fourth graders attended jess than second Morine-Dershimer

_and third graders to teacher questions

(p € .05) and attended more’ than second
and third graders to pupil answers
(p < -02) (p. 46) :

Ratios of attentign to pupil responses
were significantly rel ted to the type
of question bei*nq-pesgmded to (p
Pupils reported hearing responses to
lower convergent and higher divergent
questions most frequently (p. 46€)

Pairing attention-focusing statements
with other moves during-peer instruc-

tion was highly associated with positive
Second graders used attention-
focusing to precede their questions. (p. 32)

outcomes.

.001).

Morine-Dershimer

Y

2

Cooper, Ayerz, &

r;"‘).

& Tenenberg,

&

& Tenenberg,

& Tenenberg,
& Tenenberqg,

P

& Tenenberg,

& Tenenberg,

& Tenenberg,

‘& Tenenberg,

& Tenenberg,

& Tenenbera,

Marquis,

I3

1981

1981

198.

198.

198

198.

198,

198

198

198

1981




aware of instances of attention and inattention, use a varizsty of

indicators to determine attention and “inattentica, and make moment-

by-moment decisions about how to react to or sanctianmingtences of

inattention.

‘ " Other work represented in Table 16, indicates that students
attended differentially to other students, to teacher talk, and to
different types of language processes. Developnental differences
were found with Yegard to whHat aspects of 1inguistic performance of
teachers and students became the focus of attention. In addition,

relationships between student status and aehievement and attention

i-

to specific 11ngulst1c features of teaching- ~learning discourse were
found. No differences, however, were found with regard to teacher

questions and student responses for ethnic groups.

’ Representative Findings on Teachers' Use of Praise. Table ;;\\\

overviews the findings on both teacher use of praise and student
percegtion of praisel Praise was shown to be a differentiated 3

' linguistic phenomena that served a variety of purposes. Praise was
found t6 function as en attention focuser, as a confirming deQice, as
a fram}ng device, as well as a reward for appropriate performance.
pPraise was signficantly related to student participation, to student
status, and to student achievement. This was expecially true of
highef status students or high achieving students (as determined by
entering reading achievement). On a whole, students perceived praise

as deserved. d

L

&= Representative Findings on Teacher's Use of Sanctions. Table 18

provides two distinctly different levels of analysis of sanctions and
two different approaches. Items 1-3 reflect a linguistic analysis

) of the use of ganctions in classrooms. This work demonstrates that

ER&C
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-

Representative Findings on Teachers' Use of Praise

heneral Findings

Source from Core ‘Studies

1. The teach used positive evaluations
2:1 over negative ones. (p. 25)

2. Students' replies were evaluated or
——accepted, but not ignored (p. 25)

3. Pupil responsés—which drew teacher
praise were reported as heard more
frequently than responses which did not
(p. 95)
4. Teachers' strong praise was heard more
‘ frequently by studenits even though its
frequency of occurrence was less than
other forms of talk (p. 45)

5. Teachers use thé same response forms to
sanction students during individual
worktime as they do in whole group

lessons (p..}97)
/

6. Pupils, & Teachers agreed that teacher
praise was given because it was
deserved ; (e.g.,"for good ideas")

/ (p. 42)
7. Defini/é praise as deserved (students)
was significantly related to higher

parti¢ipation 1n class discussion
(p € /025) (p. 44)

3. Verbal praise occurred very rarely
in videotapes of both family conversa-
tions and play groups (p. 42)

-

9. There were significant relationships
between pupil perceptions of praise
and each of the concurrent classroom

status measures separately:
a. entering reading achievement

(p< .01)
b. peer status (p.<05)
c. status with teacher (p<.005)

10. Students of the higher classroom status
group viewed questions as instructional
- and praise as deserved P. 43)
1

11. ‘student of lower classroom status
tended not to provide any definition of
the functions of these language ‘events

Q -
A EH{U:see item 10) ®. 43)

e

peStefano & Pepinsky, 1981

peStefano & Pepinsky, 1981

MqrinewDershimer gﬁTenenberg, 1981

-

Morine-Dershimer & Tenenberg, 1981

Merritt & Humphrey, 1981
i L,

Morine-Dershimer & Tenenberg, 1981
Morine-Dershimer & Tenenberg, 1981

MOrine-Dershimer s Tenenberg, 1981

Morine-Dershimer & Tenenberg, 1981

i

Morine-Dershimer & Tenenberd, 1981

Morine-Dershimer & Tenenberqg, 1981
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the most frequently ocqurring type of sanction is not the Lehavioral
* sanction for inappfopriate behavior or behavior problems, but a
linguistic sanction that tacitly indicates to students when and
where it is appropriate to talk. The dramatic contrast bgtwéén
placement sanction (250 out of 297 sanctions) and all p%ﬁér /
sanction provides clarification ‘of how rules for spééking, for h . /
-oarticipating and for appropriate language use/are signalled. G
In addition,” this work provides another aregxbf clarification . .

/

of information processing demands on stugehts.

’

The work using the linguistic appréach generates new terms for
e

often unnoticed processes and helps éxplain how teachers manage the

’

flow of interaction while simultaneously presenting and managing the

/!

content of lessons. The concept of sanctions ‘provided by the lin-

guistic approach also extends - our knowledge of communicative com-

petence reqﬁiréd in and across the differentiated activities; this con-
struét andﬁthe;asgributes identified in Table 18 provide a point of
departure for further exploraﬁisnrof how teéEhErs orchestrate and
manage instructional copVersations, construct rulgé for appropriape
perforﬁance ;nd teach children.-about the strategies for appropriate

behavior in the differentiated learning environments that make up

" daily life in classrooms.

Summary £

In the sections above, an overview of the nature of teaching-

learning processes and the relaticnship of select 5?Bcesses to student
participation and academic performance was presented. The information

presehted above produced an evo;ving picture of ‘the classroom as a

linguistic environment and teaching-learning processes as 1inguistic

- processes. The descriptions and constructs generated from the micro-
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Table 18

. Representative Findings on Teacher's Use of Sanctions
"General Finding : *;‘“‘“”"“-*«SOurceniggm_ggge Studies

1. Teachers' sanctions in whole group Merrict & Humphrey, 1981
lessons fall into six types : '

a. placement sanctions: placement

of utterances by students
occurs in wrong place
- in lessons (e.g., within
another student's turn)

b. delivery santions: manner (volume or
tempo) of utterance is
inappropriate

c. responsive sanctions: plancement is
incorrect but teacher's
response indicates aware-—
ness of content of
student's utterance

d. double-takes: Teacher first sanc-

. tions utterance because
placement is incorrect,
then revises action and
responds due to emergency
signalled in utterance o

e. curt responses: Teacher responds to v
content of student's utter-
ance, but curtriess indicates
s/he is unhappy with its
placement

f. behavioral sanctions: Teacher is
unhappy with the student's
behavior and not with any
particular utterance

(p. 193)

2. Placement sanctions were overwhelmingly Merritt & Humphrey, 1981
more frequent than any other kind:

250 placement
17 behavioral
11 responsive
8 curt .
6 double-takes
5 delivery

(p. 196)

‘3. During individual worktlme four
‘categories of sanctions can be dis- -
tinguished:
a. Squelch Ssanctions: SHHH' -
b. Attention Deferrals:Just a minute,
Jet her. finish her -
sentence.
c. General Behavior Sanctions. You
are behind; you have not
paid attention. 8it down.
d. Rechannellings. If you would get your
math checked with Connie, you'd
get out faster

76 !




Table 18(Cantinued)

Representative'Findings on Teacher's Use of Sahctions

General ‘Finding Source from Core Studies

4. Four main ways of sanctioning students Hrybyk & Farnham-Diggory. 1981
were found in second grade:
a. Behavior modification point sys-
. tem with prizes for daily &
monthly good behavior
(as a rule, the students kept
_c¢lose watch on who were
*pumpkin persons")

g

b. Loss of center privileges

c. Banishment to a desk at the back
of the room

o

d. Penalty points in classroom games

e. Biased turn-giving along dimensions
of perceived intelligence and coap-
) eration, ability to listen and
. follow directions (p. 40)

5. When school personnel noted a peer group, Hrybyk & Farnham-Diggory, 1981
they set out to control it (e.g., a ! R .
clique)

-
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’ analytic studies provide a language that can be used to explore
how teacher's fine tune instruction within and across the dlffer-
entiated environments of classrooms "‘and other educational settings.

-

This work demonstrated that tasks and activ{ties within and
-

>

across educat10na1 settlngs do not structure 1earn1ng; rather, teachers
and students actlng_on these tasks and on each others messages and
‘behaviors tonstruct or create these tasks. Curriculum, then, within
this perspective is an evolving proéess that occurs within general
frameworks that may or may not be static (e.g., leSson plans are
guiées;ﬁlessons evolve or are crested through interactions), Ih
addition, classrooms were defined as environments in which teachers
and students develop shared meanings for actiwvities and that teaching-
learning processes are often deyelopmental in nature.

o

Work in this emerglng field\ has identified demands on both teachers |
and students for participatior an@ learning. As shown above, teachers |
must attend to activities in more\than one vector of activity; that is,
they must manage both the primary %ct1v1ty for the group with which
they are working and the flow of other activities for students not

directly involved with her/him at the moment. Within an activity.,

- teachers were found to attend.to both the academic and social partici-

pation structuré§ that is, as the teacher delivered academic content,

s/he also provided information about how to participate, what behavior

was appropriate, and when to talk. Teachers also were found to

Adifferentiate conditions for learning within and across classroom

i

activities and to. use linguistic cues to evaluate student performance

-
»,
N et

student knowledge required for appropriate part1c1patlon was \

“in both academic and participation areas.

also identified. Microanalysis of studerit participation requ1rements

z
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A
showed that students must know academic information and how and when
to display this information. Being accurate Or right was not enough,
students needed to present information in appropriate form at the

-~

appropriate time. In other words, students had to know both the

.

form and the content required. ' ~

In addition, §eers were shown to be effectlve teachers, and

peer learning/teaching situations were shown to be a source of -

‘intellectual development. Peer interactions occuired in formal

L]

and informal situations within and across classrooms; this work
also showed that teachers cannot use all informal peer learning
activities as "formal" 1§arning'actiyities,since these do not meet
student expectations for "school" activities. Furthermore, work

~
in this area found that dlscontlnultles between home and school
existed, but that some of these discontinuities were not a problem
for teacher or student while others we;e. 1f the discontinuity
intruded on theanormal“uVorld of the c{assroom then it became problem-
atic for teachers. If the teacher was unaware of linguistic differences
between home and school use ‘0f processes such as narrative structure
then discontinuity becameaproblem for students, since it often lead
to negative evaluaulon of student ability. This work suggésts that -
teachers will be ‘better able to fine-tune their instructional practices
if they have infSrmation about the unofficial world of learning for
children, the official world of learning and the mesh between these

worlds and the world of the school curriculum. ;

Sources of Future wOrk. The findings presented in these sections

are representative of the types or classes of findiﬁgs explored to

date. However, the multi-faceted nature of the collection procedures

and the studies themselves and the systematic indexing of thls infor-

y
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mation means “that secondary analyses grounded in the primary analysis
is viable. The work by Merritt & Humphrey (1981) both demonstrates
thé feasibility and the value of such analysis. In Table 19, poten-

tial areas for further analXi;s and synthesis within the core studies

-and one other related NIE grant (Cherry Wilkinson) are described.

>

These areas dob not necessarily represent those that form the primary
foci of the core studies; rather, these are areas in which systematic
data exists and for which addltloﬁgl-lnformationcan be obtained
about the nature of teachlng-learnlng processes as linguistic processes
and the relationship of these processes to tognitive and social )
knowledge requlred for successful partlcapatlon in schoollng and
learning activities.

in addition to directions for research, \these projects also
provide a rich resource for the development of Qrotocols for training
researchers and for helping teachers learn about the strategies and
construgts_involved“in conceptualizing teeching-learning processes
as a linguistic process. A set of protocol tapes have recently been
developed to help teachers and trainers learn about. the nature of
classrooms as a 11ngulst1c environment and teachinq-learning processes
as linduistic processes. mable 20 provides-an overview of these
tapes and the accompanying books (Cahir & Kovacs, 1981). As indicated
in this table, the protocol materials include a training manual, a
student participant 5 book and videotapes with illustrative class—_
room events. Oother such materials can be developed from these
projects to. illustrate the di.fferent constructs and +0 help oeople
learr. to look at and explore classrooms from a linguistic perspective.

The second typa of protocol that might be developed 1s one °

that provides researchers with a picture of the data bank, with

. \ ’ 0‘78




Table 19

Potential Areas for Further Analysis and Synthésis
Within Studies on Teaching as a Linguistic Progess

Area

Source

Language Arts: READING

Language Arts:- WRITING

b

Language Arts: SPEAKING

MATH Instruction

SOCIAL STUDIES/SCIENCE Instruction

Effective ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES

Cazden & Ericksoﬁ
NIE G-78-0099

Gumperz, Cook-Gumperz & Simons
NIE G-78-0082

DeStefano & Pepinsky
NIE G-79-0032 L

Cherry Wilkinson
University of Wisconsin,
Research and Developmerit
Center on Individualized
Schooling, NIE Grant

Hymes -
NIE G-7q;0094

«Gumperz, Cook-Gumperz, & Simons | ‘
NIE G-78-0082 /

Cdzden & Erigckson ,
NIE G-78-0099 H

Cole, Griffin & Newman
NIE. G-78-0159

Gumperz, CO| k-Gumperz, & Simons

;
/
[
,l
NIE G-78-0082 ;
Hymes J {
NIE Gr78-0094 ] ;
Morine—Deréhimer & Tenenberg

NIE G-78-0161
Cole, Griffin, & Newman )

NIE G-78-0159
Cazden & Erickson-

NIE G-78-0099
Cole, Griffin & Newman -
% NIE G~78-0159
Gumperz, Cook-Gumperz & Simons

NIE G-7€-0082
Cazden & Erickson

" NIE G-78-0099

Cooper, Ayers-lopez, § Marquis
NIE G-78-0098

Cole, Griffin & Newman
NIE G-78-0159
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L . Table 19 (Continued)

potential Areas for Further Analysis and Syntﬁesis‘
Within Studies on Teaching as a Linguistic Process

Area ’ \ Source
Effective ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES Gumperz, Cook-Cumperz, & Simons
, (Cornitinued) NIE G-78-0082 ‘

Hrybyk & Farnham-Diggory
NIE G-79-0124 :

Hymes
NIE G-78-0038

Merritt & Humphrey
NIE G-78-0081

Morine-Dershimer & Tenenberg
NIE G-78-0161
MANAGEMENT All studies have some material
’ that is relevant

cazden & Erickson
- NIE G-78-0099

Hymes
NIE G-78-0038

Merritt & Humphrey
NIE G-78-0081

-

I3

TECHNOLOGY Cole, Griffin & Newman
’ NIE G-78-0159

s

Peer Netwarks Borman
' NIE G-79-0123

Gumperz, Cook-Gumperz, & Simons
) NIE G-78-0082

’ Hrybyk & Farnham-Diggory
NIE G-79-0124

Hymes
NIE G-78-0038

*

-
-

]
Home-School-Community Interaction Cazden & Erickson
NIE G-78-0099

‘ Cole, Griffin & Newman
NIE G-78-0159°

Gumperz, Cook-Gumperz & gimons
NIE G-78-0082

Hrybyk & Farnham-Diggory
NIE G-79-0124 : - - .

Hymes . -
. -NIE G-78-0038

. . __ _Morine-Dershimer & Tenenberg

’ NIE G-78-0081

Gy




Table 19. (Continued) B

Potential Areas for Further'Analysis and Synthesis
within Studies on Teaching as. a Linguistic Progess

-

Area - o " source .

T -
EVALUATING STUDENT PERFORMANCE Cazden & Erfcksoﬁ
- NIE G-78-0099 ¥

) cole, Griffin & Newman
: NIE G-78-0082%
Coopeé, Ayers-lopéz &'Marqﬁis
NIE. G-78-0098

peStefano & Pepinsky
. NIE G-79=0032

Gumperz, Cook-Gumperz & Simons
NIE G-78-0082 -

Hymes ! :
NIE G-7§-0094

Merritt & Humphrey
3 NIE G-78-0081

>

Morine-Dershimer & Tenenberg
NIE G-78-0161




Table- 20

4

Sample Resources and References O

L

n the Nature of

Teaching-Learning Processes as Linguistic Processes

source author (s)

General Description

s |

Protocol Series:
"Exploring Functional
Language

Center for Applied
Linguistics, washington,
D.C., 1981

Series Coordinator:
Stephen R. Cahir
Authors: S. R. Cahir
C. Kovacs

!

#

Led

Handbook:

Audio-visual Documen-—
tation of Everyday Life .
in Schools: A Handbook
of Methods and Resources
Institute for Research

on Teaching, Michigan
State University, 1982

Frederick Erickson

Edited Volumes:

Functions of Language cazden, Lourtney,
In the Classroom John, Vera &

Teachers College Press, Hymes, Del

New York, 1972.

* language.

Set of six books and two
videotapes on cl:issroom
Tapes made
using. research data base
or. a two year study on
classroom ‘language in
nursery-grade three.
Topics included are:
1. Teacher Talk Works
2. A Way with Words
(focus on Languageé
3. what's What with
- Questions
4, It's Your Turn
(turntaking)
5. When is Reading?

6. Transitions: Activity
Between Activities
Materials include a partici-
pants book and an instructr £s
book and a 3/4 in videotape

with six lecssons to match
the books.

AI‘tS) . N

The handbook focuses on
methods and resources for
engaging in video and audio-
tape studies of everyday

1ife in classrooms. The
handbook also contains an
extensive annotated biblio- S
graphy of work that has been
undertaken in‘this area and ,
resources and references

in the area of naturalistic
research.:-

~
¢

This volume contains reports 1
of early studies on -
1. Nonverbal communication
2. Varieties of Language
and Verbal Repertoire
3. Varieties of Communica-
tive Strategies n
The work explores communica-
tion in classxrooms between

and among members of differ-
ent communication backgrounds.
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Table 20 (Continued)

'Sample Resources and References on the Nature of
L Teaching~Learning Processes as Linguistic Processes

Source , - Author (s)

General Descriptiohn

e (E4.)"”
- Communicdting” in

Classrooms, Academic
Press, New York, 1982

’ , -

Florio,

- Mehan,

¢

»"

Language and Ethnography  Hymes,
Series:

. Language in Education:

i 'EthnoZ.nguistic Essays

¢ Washingtor, D.C.: Center

for Applied Linguistics,

1981,

Cherry Wilkinson, L.
Authors include:’
Cooper, C.
Genishi,
g - ‘Erickson, F.
Gumperz, <.
- Cook-Gur. perz, J.
»oA . Jickson,-F.
Green, J.
. . Harker,

Merritt, M.
Humphrey,"F. -

Cherry Wilkinson, L.

Eder, D.

Fillmore, 1L

This volume presents findings
on the nature of teaching

as a linguistic process,

peer teaching, literacy
processes in classrooms, -

and linguistic processes
involved in teaching-learn-
processes.

/ , Ervin-Tripp, S.
4 DeStefano,
Pepinrsky, H.

&

-

This collection of essays
by Del Hymes focuses on
topics such as: finctions
- of speech, speech and
language, qualitative/
quantitative research
methodologies in education:
d linguistic perspective,
what is ethnography,
ethnographic fonitoring,
and educational ethnology

¥ -
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sample Resources and Réferences
meaching-Learning Processes as

%
Table 20 (Cont%nued)

on the Nature.of '
Linguistic Processes

Genishi, C.
Cherry-wilkinson, L.,
& Dollagan, C.

University

Arnold, M. |
Knott, G.~
Mehan, H.
- wallat, C. &
Green, J.L.
Bloome, D. &
Ripich; D.
™ FlorioQ S. &
tos shultz, J.'
Merritt, M. &

.ot Humphrey, F.
Buckley, M.
Borman, K« *
_ Ethnography and ‘(Ed.) J.L. Green & 'y
Lgnguagewin‘Educational .C. Wallat “
-Séttings,‘Ablex. Authors include:
?ublishing Corporation, Gumperz, John J.
Norwood, New Jersey., Ccook-Gumperz, J.
1981 °° . gevigny, M.
- o Lutz, F.
\ wzllat, C., Green,
J., Conlin, S..
« Haramis, M.
_Corsaro, w., <
Ericksen, F. &
shultz,” J-
Green,-J. & gt
wallat, C. .
Hall, W. & Guthrie,
o L. ) .
' cherry-wilkinson, L.
: - Garnica, O.
/ : . Hutson, B.
Frederiksen, C.
Bernier, /N.

~

-

»

3 4 q ‘
source author (8) Ceneral Pescripdioy
rommunicatindg with. _(E4.)J. I,. Green This volume is designéd for
oung_phildrenﬁ Authors %nclude:‘ practioners and trainers.
Theory Into Practice Cook~-Gumperz, Js Research on communicative
vel. 18, No. 4, Steinberg, Z. & processes and on teaching
The Ohjc State Ccazden, C. ., asa linguistic process

are presented. Each article’
moves from theory to .
practice.

This volume is primarily _
a research volume that
explores the theoretical

" issues involved in doing

ethnographic and micro- _ -
ethnographic rrsearch, action
:research and qualitative-
quantitative studies of
on-going life in classrooms.
‘Includéd are articles co-
authored by ‘teachers and -
;researcher§. In addition,
a roundtable discussion
among a group” of researchers,
teacher trainers,'curriculum
developers and educational
‘leaders identifies issues
in engaging 3n naturalistic
research and theoretical -
issues involved- in such
v research..

>
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‘information about the procedures used to collect this data, with
an index to the corpus and background information available, and
with examples of how to proceed with such research and how to do

analysis using the procedures deéeloped in this emerging field. This

tape then is both a training tape and a research'Sampler? Such a

tape could facilitate secondary analysis studies.

In actuadity, the uses of these materials and data banks has
only inst begun to be explored. Dialogues need to continue between
teachers, researchers,trainers, and other educational professionals
about the potential use of the indepth descriptions generated from
thHe studies of teaching as 2 linguistic process. Thevremainder of
the information presented i Table 20 is provided as 2a starting
point. The materials presentad ca- this table jnclude work from

the core studies; this work also provides theoretical discussions .

s emérging field, the research method- -

3

of the processeées involved in thi

ologies that are developing, and the implications of tnisuwork for

teachers and other educators concerned with fine-tuning instruction

in classrooms. This work,- therzfore, lays the foundation for

the exploration of teaching-learning processes as. linguistic processes.

?issemination. Dissemination efforts for these studies have

*

been on-going; however, the‘complexity of the studies means that

-

these effcrts-are continuing -and additional dissemination efforts

5

Ywill be undertaken .in the year to come. In addition, ‘several ‘of
the stuiies are'still completing final analysis and therefore,

the results from these studies are more limited. In Table 2%

the. initial dissemination efforts of these“projects are repreSented.

.As indicated in this table, work on teaching as a linguistic

processes ‘is informing both education and the home disciplines 8{];
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Table 21 ) -

Dissemination Information: Sphere of Influence

-

States
Presentations/
Paper dissemination

Foreign Countries

Presentations/

Paper dissemination

Profession
Organizationy
Conferencss

Alaska .
Arizona
Arkansas
Califeraia
Celorade
Comnect feat
Delaware
Florida
Georgia

N Rawa it
f1linois
Indiana
Towa
Kansas
Maryland

-~ Massachusefts
Michigan
Hinnesota
Missourd
New Jersey
New Mexico
“New York
Ohie
Oregon
Pernsylvania
Rhode Island
Tenncssee
Texas
Utsh
Yirginia
Washington
- Washington, 0.C.

¥isconsin
Puerto Rice

Q

ERIC

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC
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Australia
Canada
England
Cermany, West

Cuinea, West Africa

Italy
freland
Japan

Kenys
Mexico
Hether lands
Russia
Scotland
Switzerland
Thailand

American Anthropology
Association

Merican Educational
Rescarch Assoclativn

American Psychology
Association

Assoclation for
Educational Com-
munication &
Technology

“Berkeley Linguistic
Society ,

Center for Applied
« Linguistic

Chicago Linguistic
Socicty

Child Development
Assocfatces
Consortium

Conference on
Progress Addressed
to Preparatfon of

sdemic
States of Foreign Countries of Professional Ac
3?:(:?;““; Presentations/ Presentations/ . Organizations/ gisc:wrt\::
Represented Paper dissemination Paper dissemination Conferences spr
lnternab‘iona\ Society
Anthropology :rhm:‘ s:‘l'dtyn::lu
. \ ehavior -
Applied Psychology ‘ ment .
Chi1d Development “ - lnstm‘ne):‘tzr Research
Chi1d Language on Tedching
Communications Invisible College -
" . invisible Colleyge,
Early Childhood Northeast
Educat fon: Hiddle States Associa- -
Accreditation tion.Conference on
Education: Literacy
811ingual . « Nationa! Assocfation .
Education: R of Mexican American
English .. o Child
Education: National Cowncil of
Reading l’_eachers of English
Educat fon; ) . National Conference on
Research 7 Reading
Education: National Institute of
Teacher Education/ - Education: Conference
Preparation on_Reading 4

~ Education:

Professionals Writing *
Delaware Valley Writing Englich as 2 :
Conference Second Language R ) . .
Eastern Educational Ethrography of -
Research Association fommunication -
East Linsing Schools Psycholinguistics
Ethnography & Education Psychology .
. »+ Untversity of -Penn. secioiinguistics
internstional Conference . -
Applied Psychology Technoloyy & -
< Education .
International Reading
» -Assoclation .
Internotional Reading,
Association, Regional . .
Conference: Syracuse
“ Interantioanal Reading :
Assoclation, Impact
Conference: New Yor: City .
Interanation 1 Reading
Association, Worid Congress - R

oublin, Ireland

Northeastern Educat fonal
Research Assoclation

PennsyVanla Council of
Teachers of English

pennsylvania’ Educational
Research Association

Rutgers Child Language
Assoclation

Secioty for Humen Develepe
went

-

Soclety for Research.on
Child Deyeldpment o

soutwest Reglonal Laboratory

Speclat Interezt Group:
Bilingual Education Research

Stanford Child Language Assoclation
Syracuse Alumnaversity

Teaching English &s 2
Second Language

university'of Delavare
Sympos fum on Ethnography
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To date, people in thirty-nine ~organizations,

=

of the researchers.

nineteen areds of research,-thirty-three states, one territory, and

information about these

f£ifteen foreign countries have received 1

proﬁects and the nature of teaching- learning processes as 1inguistic

processes. These people represent a growing constituency for

work in this emerging area. N Flgure 2 presents a plcture of this

rowing influence on the national level.
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Appendix A

Descriptions of How Knowledge of Official and Unofficial .

‘Discourse Variables Became Resources for One Supervisor of

Student Teachers and for One Kindergarten Teacher

Supervison: Debbie Smith
University of Delaware
Deparfment of Educational Development

!

Teacher: Susaﬁ Marx Conlin .

University Elementary School
Kent State University
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he narrative account that follows was prepared at the request
of the author of this paper. Debbie Smith worked as a graduate
assistant on part of the synthesis and state of the art paper pre-
sented in the main body of this wo:r. While'the comments were

"requested, the use of constructs £ rm work on the nature of teaching-

learning processes was spontaneous and not part of a planned study or

curriculum experiement; therefore,*this narrative provides a descrip-

tion of what one teacher extracted from reading the information con-
tained in the studies on teaching-learning processes as linguistic "

processes reported in this paper.

I think one of the main reasons I ended up using sormuch of what we
had worked on over the summer was that it just struck me, as an egperienced
teacher, as being 80 powerful. I recognized things 1 had done —— strategiles
and language I had used, almost unconsciously, I think -- - and saw them for
the first time as purposeful, cognitive entities. Notions like flagging, glotting
in, redundant channels evoked a shock of recognition; my guess is, that many
"good" teachers evolve, ar pick them up from other teachers, but never examine
them consciously as part of their teaching. Like/mang,of the methods students,

I had thought of my teaching as mainly “doing content; the form I acquired was
merely an effective means to &n end.

So, when I began observing and conferencing with methods students, and
reading their comments in their lcgs, all of these ideas were fresh in my head.

I was excited about them, and it seemed natural to share them with students. - .
I ave to admit that, at first, I shared them as content; as the semaster
progressed, I began to consciously employ them as the form of what I did, also.
There are so many areas in which these 1issues appeared; 1'd like to describe
briefly each one, and then if any need fleshing out, you can let me know.

The first issue which became opvious was that of establishing ground
rules; students seemed to have no conceptioﬂ of themselves as context-makers,
and of the importance of context in the classroom. They assumed that whatever
understandings their cooperating eeacher had with children would somehow
attach thediselves to methods students as a sort of invisible protective shield.
They /rwere surprised to find that this was not 80, and puzzled by the childr n's
efforts to test out, by trial and error, what the boundazies were. Sixteen out

A

of nineteen of my comments on detailed sbservations in the first month had to

do with ground rules! .

o L
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" Looking back now, I see more clearly that mos” Btudents considered teaching
to be doing content; they were unavare of themselves as responsible also for
arranging the form of the lesson. Even students who were amazingly perceptive
at néticing the effects of their cooperating teacher's clear rules ( or lack of
clarity) on the children's comfort and ability to functi f in the classroom,
‘seemed unable to connect this knowledge to their own t?;Zhing. It was almost as if
their definition of teaching prevented them from focusing on anything outside
of content --- much like nearsightedness prevents a person from seeing beyond
a limited range. Over the course of several conferencés with each student,
we slowly began to talk more and more about ground rules, routines, their
usefulness to teacher and children, and the delicate art of negotiating'them
and maintaining them. I think the students' own frustration in getting the
coritent across %Ejﬁed them up tocconsidering what might be preventing successful
lessons. ind somevof the students learned this lesson well. You remember my
telling you about the student whose cooperating teacher was absent on her ilast
day, and how the’aubst@gute asked her to start the day off, because she knew
the routines —-- and the student's joy in her compeﬁence and knowledge to do that,
and in the éhildren's cooperation and acceptance of ‘her in that role.

I'm finding it almost impossible to think about/ relate this in a linear
way; it.truly was more of a simultaneous weaving of: many threads over time, than
it was an orderly, one-issue-at-a-time progression.; At the same time that most
students were beginning to struggle with ground rules, we were also discussing
phyzlcal settings as message-givers and context-makers. I found that students
were often unaware of movements and settings whichfworked against them fror the
start --- simple -things like, are the children facing the action in the ro.m
or is their field of vision limited to this group land this teacher? Are the
children spread too far away from you and each other? Can they all see and hear?
Sometimes, a student intuitively would move the gfoup closer, or rearrange the
seating/setting, yet be unaware of her reasons and the effects on children, when
I pointed this out in conference. :

. This led directly into the whole issue of teacher as physical setting.

A student sitting on the floor with her head in her hands, in an almost vertical -
position, gives a much different message to children -- about the importance of
the lesson and her own interest in it ——- than dbes a student sitting on a cheir
but leaning forward into .the group, with -children around her on the carpet.

It was satisfying to me to see students begin to think about these issues; one
student was able to decide in the middle of the lesson that she heeded -to "ove

the group closer to her, and explained her reasons to the children. Another noticed
that ‘her discussion of a story had chaqged into teacher=child dyads, .
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with the rest of the group tuning out, and shifted her body position and gaze
to include the whole group. )
. ° Throughout the semaster, with different-students, we discussed the use
of gesture, facial expression, body position, timing of movement and even quality
of movement (eg.,fast and impatient walking or smooth ‘and easy walking). Often,
students appeared unaware of the effects all of these ¢
their goal of teaching content. Once they realized their. power, however, they were
often able to consciously plan for and use many channels to support their teaching,
instead of hindering jt. Students got rid of -‘the irritating "SSSHHH!" and used
gestures; they leaned forward into the group; they began to use facial expression
to create and maintain excitement and interest, One methods student, in a kinder-
garten class, in her last lesson, used body position, gesture, expressdon
voice and language so effectively that she far outshone her cooperating teacher!
Now we come to the actual use of language in students' teaching. There
are so many issues that students and I discussed, that 1 think I1'11 sort of
briefly déscribe each and give an example, because otherwise 1'11l be anothe.
week finishing this! Ohe of the first uses of language we looked at was that of
framing --- establishing verbally at the beginnipg of the lesson, what was
going to “happen, who would do-what, and what the student hoped to accomplish.
Some students did bhis spontaneously, early on in the clinical work:
"We're g.ing to make our own StOIY....
Each of you can tell me....
: When we're finished...."
and needed only to have its label and usefulness pointed out. Others had not
integrated this idea into their practice, even by their last lesson:
S "Ye're going to talk about punctuation."
Most students gradually became more adept as time passed, and as we discussed -
the same issues in each lesson they taught.
Another place where language was cruc
' taining ground rules, once the student was .persuaded of their usefulness. We
talked together in conferences about different ways of saying the same thing
and the message conveyed by the differenE ways. Language such as,

ial waé in negotiating and main-

"Everybody has to listen.

Whatever 1 tell you to do, you have to do.

Close your books.

sit down." :
wvas certainly clezr, but often hackfired on
and frustrated. In conferenc.:3, 1 modelled more invitational, cooperative but
firm language and encouraged students to play around with it in their teaching,

to draw their own conclusions.We' talked about students' use of language to

model the language they hoped children would use; to reinforce behavior as the
o those who were not following

lecson progressed; and to send indirect messages t

students, leaving them confused

“the ground rules (eg., "Sharon has her hand up.").

hannels were having on —
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In talking about.language, I also commented often on the pacing, loudness,
tension, etc., in students' Vvoices.One student maintained a loud, flat voice
throughout a lesson, even though the children were involved and with her;we
discussed varying the {intensity and loudness to draw the ¢ .ildren into the lesson
even more. Another student was unaware of the way her voice got faster, louder,
and more tense as the general room noise increased —— and the message -this
voice change gave her group, which resulted in their {increased agitation, loss of
attention, etc. Although atudents were generally quite good at using their
voices in readir stories, they appeared to have only one teacher voice -— brisk,
even ‘stern —- when doing "teaching of lessons." They were surprised and pleased
vith the effects when they consciously varied their voices and ppplied their
reading voice skills to lessons themselves.

o On another level, we talked about patterns of usage of language in
teaching, in maintainirg ground rules, but also as messages in themselves.
often selectively enforced ground rules, yet seemed unaware when I pointed
this out to them. For example, ih this sequence,

Student calls on child A.

Child K. answers.

Student responds to K.'s answer.
the message :ould be, "A. probably doesn't have ananswers it's okay for K. to
call outs the teacher likes K. better than A.3 we don't really need to raise our
hands for a tvrn," etc., Students were amazed by the power of seemingly trivial
interactions to thwart their entire lesson. Another student told a child,

. ",,, from now on, you wait until I ask you."
after having allowed several other children to call out answers. She was chagrined
to discover that what she had thought was consistency was, in fact, inconsistency.

This issue of timing and use of the act of speaking became a crucial one

Students

for many students. One student continued talking to her group while the cooper-
ating teacher was addressing the whole class. She seemed oblivious to the message
she was sending -- "This 1s not important to listen to; I can be rude and get
away with it." Yet, when children used language in exactly the same wzy during
her subsequent lesson, she hecame quite angry with them. Another student allowed
he;self to be involved in a Yerbal consultation with a child, while ancther
child was reading aloud tno +he whole class. She was aware of the conflict,
when we later discussed what possible messages this might convey, but genuinely
seemed to feel that when a child spoke to her, she ha. to respond. When she
realized the destructive power of the inadvertent message - that teachers car
.demand courteous behavior from everyone else, but don't -have to demonstraté it
themselves -- she was able to evaluate such bids from a.diiferent perspective.

~ Students often spontaneously used language in an affective way in lessons,
and when I pointed this out to them, incorporated this usage more consciously
into their repertoire. These examples also suggested uses of language which I
could raise with other students. For example, one student used a particular
phrase, '"Look carefully," to flag important parts of her lesson. Another asked,
"What was Little Red Riding Hood's mistake?" throughout the story to point out
dents. Towards the end of the clinical experience, several students
began asking persondlized questions, eg.» 'you're the first little pig; what
will you say?" "If it were your brother on the ship, would you be worried?"
(This was in contrast to the kinds of questions asked earlier, eg., "A good
listener -- what must he or she do?")By this time, they were also beginning to
monitor the reactions they received, and when I pointed wut the shift in the
nature of their questioning, they were able to recall the children's languagé
and interest which resulted. In addition, a couple of students were able to
use language to convey play, eR., "1'm going to trick you!" (said with rising
inflection) or "Whisper ‘in my ear..." (said #n a whisper), and notice the
liveliness-and joy in children's participation. o

major inci
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Finally, several students and I had ongoing discussions about their
assumptions concerning the meaning of children's language acts. These students
vere teaching several black children in an integrated classriom in which the

cooperating teacher's assumptions were negative; she had, in effect, writteroff -
the ¢hildren as "naughty" We discussed other possible interpretations of children's
chatting and playfully bantering, and gradually, I think, laid to rest (at ‘least
for the students) the notion that this was meant to be "naughty" or even
personally directed at the students. Unfortunately, because children were allowed
to speak so infrequently in most of the classrooms, more discussion of children's

language was limited! ‘
In terms of my own learning how to effectively facilitate students’

learning and monitorimg of their teaching, I found myself framing out” conferences,
using my language and voice to model possible alternatives, asking questions in

a personal way, making fewer judgmental statements and recording more exact ’
language and behavior, so that we could examine it together. 1 gradually got
better at fine-tuning the match of issues widch I felt were important in what

1 had seen of a student's teachipg, with the messages I got back, from all
channels, telling me what this student was interested in, and capable of, dis—
cussing. I feel there is so much more here to talk about, but this will do for

a start. Let me know —- clearly!~-- if you'd like more, different, better

examples, etc.

In the next*sectiondbf this appendix, lhe charts developed
by on;$;gggggf_involved in an ethnographicyand sociolinguistic
research project (G;eé;\E\Wali?t, 197?;1981; Wallat, Green, Conlin,
& Haramis, 1981) are presented?\“chgrt 1 provides a list of unanswered
questions this teacher had about hernrole in the teaching process.
Chart 2 specifies what this teacher gainedhand the nature of the
involvement Yeading to this learning. Other sources of teacher
testimony ére ligked in earlier sections of this report. In addition,

the Hymes (1981) report contains testimony by administrators as

‘well as- teachers who have learned to use ethnographic monitoring

<

techni@ues.

O
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Chart 1
Unanswered Questions Concerning

My Role in the Teaching Process

How do children learn how to mean from
day to day?

What is goinglon in the classroom today?
in what way are these learning episodes
linked?

Wheye does ‘one learning episode end and
the next begin?

How do these children make sense of

" our day together?

How do I help define for a child the
definition of group/rolé of group

member?

Extracted from paper presented at the
Association Meetings in Boston, 1980. This paper was part of a
symposium on "Ethnographic Analysis of Classroom Communicative
qnd.Social Processes: Researcher, student and Teacher Perceptions”.

(e
~J

Teacher as Researcher

American Educational Research
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Teacher as Researcher

Chart 2
Knowledge Acquired Nature of Involvement
1. This experience has helped me to 1. 'Through the observation of video-
.assess the outcomes of my teach- tapes, I was able to affirm my
ing goals (e.g., to help children goal that clear avenues of assesS ;
define group and experience being were present in News and Views; -
a group member). Assessment oc- for example, for children to "try
curs through observing vid<ntapes on" the role of group member .

over time, rethinking the day as
I completed the teacher self-

N interview.
2. I developed a greater awareness 2. Through viewing videotapes over
of ways in which I signal mean-. time, I was able to observe my
ing and communicate wit'i my - own use of body movement, ‘proxemic
students--particularly para- 1 shifts, postural shifts.
linguistically.
3. . I improved my ability to articu- 3. I improved this ability through
late my teaching goals and . -
Y 99 a) sharing my goals with
strategies. -
) parents and other edu- .
cators. N
b) {ethinking and restating
goals in daily self
interviews. (See Chart 3) .
4. I improved my documentation of 4. I have developed
classroom interaction. a) my awarenesé of nonverbal

paralinguistic cues.
b) ways. of recording more
R specific anecdotal notes.
‘ c) developed more specific
charting and tracking
notes (e.g., what is
happening with "A" over
time?). ’

5. Through meetings to view tapes and

5. I increased my involvement with
correspondence to relay classroom

parents.
project goals, we gained a greater
understanding of each other and
the children themselves.
6. I reinforced my bélief-in the 6. Through a longitudinal study of
role of the child as an active . videotapes visualizing outcomes of

- child interaction, I more clearly
observed peer-peer interaction as
this interaction related to a three-

problem solver.

. (};‘level problem solving strategy. I
Jd O took an indepth look at how children

o .
‘ solve-problems togather.

o, Paper on Teacher as Researcher presented at the American Educational
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Notes

The work upon which this publication is based was performed pursuant
to order no. NIE - P-81-0084 of the National- Institute of
Education. It does not, however, necessarily reflect the views

of that agency.

For an historical percpective on the roots of this emerging
field see the Introduction in Cazden, C., John, V, and Hymes, D,
Functions of Language in the Classroom, Teachers College Press

New York, 1972.

The author would like to thank Dr. Judith Harker (Veterans
Administration Hospital, Northridge, California) and Dr.
Marjorie Arnold (Rutgers University) for their editorial comments

and support.
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